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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 



In re Application of 
Serial 
Filed 
For 




HAMMER, Mordechai 

08/894,211 

July 30, 1997 

EXTENSIBLE AND RETRACTABLE ELEMENTS 
AND VARIOUS USES FOR THE ELEMENTS 

Group Art Unit 362 6 
Examiner: A. Knight 



Raanana, Israel 
February 13, 



FEB % 1 2002 



Hon. Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

Sir: 



FILING OF APPEAL BRIEF TO THE BOARD OF PATENT APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

Applicant hereby submits to the Board of Patent Appeals and 
Interferences, the attached Appeal Brief and Appendices 
(abbreviated "Apx.") in support of its appeal from the decision of 
the Examiner dated January 19, 2001 (Apx. 7), finally rejecting 
claims 1-49, and in support of its appeal from the position taken 
by the Examiner in the subsequent Advisory Action of August 1, 
2001 (Apx. 9), the Interview Summary of August 22, 2001 (Apx. 10), 
and the Advisory Action of October 22, 2001 (Apx. 12). 

The contents of this brief have been arranged in accordance 
with 37 CFR 1.192 (C) , as summarized in the Table of Contents. 

The Appeals Board is hereby requested to review the entire 
record and the proposed amendments after Final Rejection, 
particularly those filed in the Response to Final Rejection on 
July 18, 2001 (Apx. 8) and those proposed in the letter of October 
14, 2001 (Apx. 11) after the Advisory Action and Interview Summary. 

The Board is also requested to rule on the possibility of a 
Patent Term Extension due to delays in prosecution which are 



attributed to the issues raised herein, lack of efficient 
examination and unreasonability of the Examiner's position, etc. 

The Appeals Board is hereby requested to rule in favor of the 
Applicant on the issues listed in the attached material, and to 
order entry of the amendment filed July 18, 2001 (Apx. 8) and 
allowance of the application with the preamble to claim 1 as 
proposed in the October 14, 2001 letter (Apx. 11). 

Alternatively, the Appeals Board is hereby requested to rule 
in favor of the Applicant on the issues listed in the attached 
material, and to order entry of the amendment filed July 18, 2001 
and withdrawal of the finality of the Office Action of January 19, 
2001, and continuation of the prosecution with a new and unbiased 
Examiner . 

Attached is a fee of $1140.00 to cover the filing of the 
Appeal Brief and the necessary period of extension for this 
filing. 

In the event of an insufficiency or omission in the fee, 
please contact me immediately so that I may arrange for payment. 




Edward Langer, AJ^Ty. for Applicant 
Registration Ncf^ 30,564 
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REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 



The Applicant, as named in the above caption, is the real party 
in interest. 

2- RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

There are no pending appeals or interferences by the Applicant 
regarding pending applications. 

However, Applicant wishes to bring to the attention of the Board 
the existence of a pending reissue application by the Applicant, 
of US Patent 5,324,086, reissue S/N 08/936,486, which currently 
stands rejected, and is being examined by Group Art Unit 3652 
under Examiner Cherry, for which a response to the last rejection 
was filed on September 6, 2001, which response has not yet been 
acted upon by the PTO. 

3. STATUS OF CLAIMS 

A list of the status of claims 1-49 follows, and in order to 
simplify the status, reference is made to the Final Office Action 
of 1/19/01 (FOA - Apx. 1), the Advisory Action of 8/1/01 (AA 1 - 
Apx. 9), the Interview Summary of 8/22/01 (IS - Apx. 10), and the 
Advisory Action of 10/22/01 (AA 2 - Apx. 12) : 



Rejected (FOA); indicated allowable with revised preamble (IS) 
Rejected (FOA); indicated conditionally allowable (IS) 
Rejected (FOA); indicated conditionally allowable (IS) 
Rejected (FOA); deleted in non-entered amendment of 7/18/01 
Rejected (FOA); indicated conditionally allowable (IS) 
Objected to; indicated conditionally allowable (FOA) 
Objected to; indicated conditionally allowable (FOA) 
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Rejected (FOA) ; indicated conditionally allowable (IS) 
Rejected (FOA); indicated conditionally allowable (IS) 
Rejected (FOA); indicated conditionally allowable (IS) 
Rejected (FOA); indicated conditionally allowable (IS) 
Rejected (FOA); indicated conditionally allowable (IS) 
Objected to; indicated conditionally allowable (FOA) 
Objected to; indicated conditionally allowable (FOA) 
Objected to; indicated conditionally allowable (FOA) 
Rejected (FOA); indicated conditionally allowable (IS) 
Rejected (FOA); indicated conditionally allowable (IS) 
Rejected (FOA); indicated conditionally allowable (IS) 
Objected to; indicated conditionally allowable (FOA) 
Objected to; indicated conditionally allowable (FOA) 
Objected to; indicated conditionally allowable (FOA) 
Objected to; indicated conditionally allowable (FOA) 
Rejected (FOA); indicated conditionally allowable (IS) 
Rejected (FOA); indicated conditionally allowable (IS) 
Objected to; indicated conditionally allowable (FOA) 
Objected to; indicated conditionally allowable (FOA) 
Objected to; indicated conditionally allowable (FOA) 
Objected to; indicated conditionally allowable (FOA) 
Objected to; indicated conditionally allowable (FOA) 
Objected to; indicated conditionally allowable (FOA) 
Objected to; indicated conditionally allowable (FOA) 
Objected to; indicated conditionally allowable (FOA) 
Objected to; indicated conditionally allowable (FOA) 
Objected to; indicated conditionally allowable (FOA) 
Objected to; indicated conditionally allowable (FOA) 
Rejected (FOA); indicated conditionally allowable (IS) 
Objected to; indicated conditionally allowable (FOA) 
Rejected (FOA); indicated conditionally allowable (IS) 
Objected to; indicated conditionally allowable (FOA) 
Rejected (FOA); indicated conditionally allowable (IS) 
Rejected (FOA) ; indicated conditionally allowable (IS) 
Rejected (FOA); indicated conditionally allowable (IS) 
Objected to; indicated conditionally allowable (FOA) 
Objected to; indicated conditionally allowable (FOA) 
Rejected (FOA); indicated conditionally allowable (IS) 
Objected to; indicated conditionally allowable (FOA) 
Rejected (FOA); indicated conditionally allowable (IS) 
Objected to; indicated conditionally allowable (FOA) 
Objected to; indicated conditionally allowable (FOA) 
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4. STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

As indicated in the previous section, subsequent to the Final 
Rejection of 1/19/01 (Apx. 7) , an amendment was filed in response 
on 7/18/01 (Apx. 8), 'which was denied entry as indicated in the 
Advisory Action of 8/1/01 (Apx. 9), for reasons stated as: 

1) "raising new issues" and 

2) "not placing the application in better form for appeal" 

The July 18 , 2001 response proposed an amendment to claim 1 
(unentered) which incorporated the recitation of claim 4, which 
was deleted. Thus, claims 1-3 and 5-49 remained in the case. 

The specification was to be amended to overcome the Examiner's 
objection under 37 CFR 1.71 and 35 USC 112, by the addition of the 
term "hand-movable" at page 8, line 14. 

By way of a quick review, the amendments to claim 1 prior to 
July 18, 2001 had already incorporated the following features: 

1) simultaneous driving and driven motion of linking means and 
first and second elements; 

2) driving motion of the linking means is controllably reversible; 

3) driven motion of said first and second elements is non-gravity 
dependent; 

4) both extension and retraction motion of the elements are under 
full, reversible and multipliable control of the mechanism; 

5) motion of the elements is in-line with their orientation, 
achieving linear-to-linear driven motion; and 

6) the elements are connectable to a tool or other object. 

The unentered amendment to claim 1 incorporated another 
feature previously recited in claim 4. This feature defines the 
relationship between the directions of driving and driven motion, 
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such that when driving motion is applied between an end of a 
selected reference one of the first and second elements, and the 
linking means (loop), there results one of two types of extension 
and retraction motion, with driven motion developed either in the 
same, or reverse direction. 

It is suggested that the Appeals Board carefully review the 
entire record, especially the unentered amendment filed July 18, 
2001, and the arguments presented therein urging patentability. 

Subsequent to the Advisory Action of 8/1/01, a personal 
interview was conducted on 8/22/01 with Examiner Knight on behalf 
of the Applicant, by the undersigned, Applicant's attorney, and in 
this interview, a video presentation of the invention was shown, 
and a tentative agreement was reached with the undersigned, as 
recorded in the Interview Summary (Apx. 10), indicating allowance 
of all the claims if claim 1 was revised to include the "specific 
recitations for the use of the device as recited in the allowed 
(objected to) claims. Such claims will be considered as 
combination claims". 

Subsequent to telephone conversations with the Examiner, a 
letter to the Examiner was submitted on 10/14/01 (Apx. 11) with an 
attachment of a proposed amended claim 1 with a revised preamble, 
as understood would be acceptable in accordance with the Interview 
Summary, and in response, a second Advisory Action was issued on 
10/22/01 (Apx. 12), indicating that this proposed amendment did 
not place the application in condition for allowance, but that no 
new issues were raised. 
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As stated in the Remarks filed with the response to the Final 
Office Action, and prior thereto, the object of the present 
invention is to overcome the problems of existing products 
exhibiting telescopic movement. At p. 2, line 23, through p. 3, 
line 8, the invention is summarized as a system of telescopic 
elements for multiplying the effective physical work achieved by 
the telescopic motion of various structures, with many 
applications including cleaning systems, vacuum cleaners, 
measuring rods, tools, paint rollers, wall scrapers, music stands 
and instruments, parasols, shades, curtains, sailing boat masts, 
and structures such as chairs, tripods, tables, tents, etc. The 
invention also has application to the field of cargo 
transportation. 

As described in the specification, and as modified by the 
Amendment of 7/18/01 (Apx. 8 - per the underlined text which was 
intended to be added), the invention is described with reference 
to Fig. 1, at p. 8, lines 11-24: 

i- Re f e ^nn ng u tC l Fig * lr thSre ±S shown a Preferred embodiment of a 
tool 100 which can be operated from either side. In Fig 1 there 
is seen a pipe 102 with two hand-movable segments 104, 106 (or 
more) on which there can be assembled different tools at either 

t.Lj*, ^ eede ^* In thS figure ' a roller 101 f or painting is 
assembled on the top end 110. The roller and pipe are operated by 
holding the fixed handle 114 in one hand, and operating the 
activation handle 116 (that moves on and along segment 104) with 
the other hand, in reference to the fixed handle 114 . This moves 
segment 106 up and down through motion of straps 118 which are 
attached at either end to handle 116 at points 119 with the loop 
ll thr ° ugh holes 120 formed in segment 104, and being 

attached to end 122 of segment 106, such that roller 101 turns and 
moves up and down, to perform the paint job." 
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The reason for the attempted addition of the underlined text, 
and the support for this amendment in the original specification, 
was presented in the Remarks accompanying the 7/18/01 Amendment, 
at p. 4-6, a portion of which is reproduced here: 

"... it is believed that "hand-movable" is more precise 
and clearly understood, since it means that the elements may be 
moved by hand." 

"The illustration of this activity is clear from Figs. 5 and 6 
where a man is shown operating the segments of telescopic tool 
100, and this shows that the device is hand-movable, one hand 
moving in reference to the other." 

"Furthermore, the recitation of "hand-motion" in claim 4 clearly 
means "hand-movable", and this has now been incorporated in claim 
1, and claim 4 deleted." 

"Therefore, there can be no question as to whether the telescopic 
tool is hand-movable, and this new terminology should be 
acceptable and should not be considered new matter, since it is 
clearly based on the initial specification, claims and drawings," 

The appealed claim 1, as presented in the letter of 10/14/01 
(Apx. 11) can be read on this Fig. 1 embodiment and many others, 
per the following presentation of the claim (Apx. 1 presents this 
claim annotated in brackets [] with drawing references and element 
reference numbers) : 



1. (Four times amended) A motion transmission and multiplication 
system for use with systems, devices or structures that require 
movement of segments, to enable extendable and retractable 
motion, such as cleaning systems, measuring systems, 
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hand-movable tools, music instruments and accessories, 
electrical and telecommunication devices, transportation and 
delivery systems, shades, sailing boats, chairs, tripods, tables 
and tents, said motion transmission and multiplication system 
comprising : 

at least first and second hand-movable elements each having 
anterior and posterior ends, said elements extending in the same 
orientation, each element having at least one point thereon 
connectable to a tool or other object; and 

at least a first means linking said first and second 
elements and being movable with respect to at least one of them, 
said first linking means also being connectable to an additional 
element, 

said first linking means being arranged on said elements 
such that when said first linking means is moved with a 
controllably reversible driving motion with respect to either 
of said anterior and posterior ends of a selected reference 
one of either of said first and second elements, wherein said 
driving motion is in a direction in-line with said orientation, 

then said first and second elements, and if connected, said 
additional element are simultaneously provided with a 
controllably reversible and multipliable, non-gravity dependent, 
linear-to-linear driven motion with respect to each other in- 
line with said orientation, 

said driven motion being in the same direction as said 
driving motion, or reverse thereto, in accordance with -which 
reference one of said first and second elements was 
selected in respect of said driving motion. 
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The issues are subtitled and listed in the order of their 
importance from the Applicant's perspective, regarding the 
development of the issues, from the Office Actions, the Final 
Rejection, the Response to Final, the Advisory Action, Interview 
Summary, second Advisory Action and the Applicant's submittals. 

U REJECTION OF ENTRY OF 7/18/01 AMENDMENT 

Whether the Advisory Action of August 1, 2001 was proper in 
rejecting entry of the amendment contained in the Response to 
Final Rejection filed July 18, 2001 ? 

21 GROUNDS F OR REJECTION OF ENTRY OF 7/18/01 AMENDMENT 

Whether the Advisory Action, of August 1, 2001 was proper in 
rejecting the above-mentioned amendment as raising "new issues" ? 



21 GROUNDS F OR REJECTION OF ENTRY OF 7/18/01 AMENDMENT 

Whether the Advisory Action of August 1, 2001 was proper in 
rejecting the above-mentioned amendment as not "deemed to place 
the application in better form for appeal by materially 
simplifying or reducing the issues for appeal" ? 

^ INTERVIEW SUMMARY - DETAILS OF AGREEMENT REACHED 

Whether the Examiner clearly stated in the Interview Summary of 
August 22, 2001, that agreement was reached with Applicant's 
representative, on the need to modify claim 1 by providing a 
"closed list" in the proposed amendment to the preamble ? (see 
next item 5) 
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5) EXAMINER INTRODUCTION OF NEW REQUIREMENT IN PREAMBLE 

Whether the Examiner acted properly by indicating to the 
Applicant's representative, in a phone conversation conducted on 
October 10, 2001, after issuing the Interview Summary of August 
22, 2001, that he would not accept anything but a "closed" 
preamble, that is, a preamble amendment to claim 1 containing a 
"closed list" limiting the preamble only to those embodiments he 
specified as corresponding to objected-to claims ? 

6) EXAMINER REFUSAL OF REQUEST FOR ANOTHER INTERVIEW 

Whether the Examiner acted properly in refusing to grant the request 
of Applicant's representative, presented in his October 14, 2001 
letter, for another interview, to resolve the wording of the 
preamble, during the period October 15-18, when Applicant's 
representative would be at the US PTO, knowing that this was an 
opportunity to meet Applicant's representative, who was traveling 
into the US from Israel, where he resides and maintains his office ? 

7) 37 CFR 1.71 OBJECTIONS TO THE SPECIFICATION 

Whether the objection to the specification is proper, under 37 CFR 
1.71 regarding the term "hand-holdab,le" (now amended to be 
"hand-movable" by the unentered Amendment of 7/18/01) , for, as 
stated by the Examiner, lack of "any basis for the interpretation 
of this phrase in the specification"? 
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8) SEC. 112 FIRST PARAGRAPH REJECTION 

Whether the rejection of claims 1-49 is proper, under Sec. 112, 
first -paragraph, regarding the term "hand-holdable" (now 
"hand-movable" by the unentered Amendment of July 18, 2001), for, 
as stated by the Examiner, containing subject matter not described 
in the specification in such a way as to convey to a skilled 
person that the inventor had possession of the claimed invention 
at the time of filing the application ? 

9) SEC. 112 SECOND PARAGRAPH REJECTION 

Whether the rejection of claims 1-49 is proper, under Sec. 112, 
second paragraph, regarding the term "hand-holdable" (now 
"hand-movable" by the Amendment of July 18, 2001), for, as stated 
by the Examiner, being unclear as to interpretation, given 
applicant's disclosure of a "myriad" of objects, and if this means 
any object that can be held with outstretched hands, or those that 
fit within the palm of a single hand ? 

1£) SEC. 103(a) REJECTION- PIPES AND WIU)ING 

Whether the rejection of claims 1-3, 5, 8, 16-18, 36, 38, 41, 42, 
45 and 4 7 was proper, as being unpatentable under 35 USC Sec. 
103(a), over Pipes, in view of Wilding ? 



lii SEC. 103(a) REJECTION- WHITE AND WIIiDING 

Whether the rejection of claims 1-3, 5, 8-12, 16-19, 23 and* 40 
proper, as being unpatentable under 35 USC Sec. 103(a), 
White, in view of Wilding ? 
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12) SEC. 103(a) REJECTION- WHITE AND WILDING, SANDBURG 

Whether the rejection of claim 4 was proper, as being unpatentable 
under 35 USC Sec. 103(a), over White, in view of Wilding, and 
further in view of Sandburg ? 

13) EXAMINER 7 S ANALYSIS AND CHARACTERIZATION OF REFERENCES 

Whether the Examiner has properly analyzed and characterized the 
references, either individually or in combination, such as can be 
seen from the Examiner' s application of the Pipes reference which, 
while the Examiner concedes (at p. 6, line 14 and p. 7, line 5 of 
the January 19, 2001 Office Action) does not disclose a 
controllably reversible device, is nevertheless "combined" with 
the Wilding reference for its teaching of a controller, even 

though Wilding is an electronic controller, not readily applicable 
to a simple system as disclosed by the invention ? 

14) REASONABILITY OF EXAMINER'S POSITION ON REFERENCES 

Whether the Examiner has taken an arbitrary approach to the 
teachings of the prior art, and has taken an unreasonable 
position, to make the references "fit" the rejection of the 
claims, for example, in the combined references of Pipes and 
Wilding, as per (13) ? 
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15) FAIRNESS, CONSISTENCY AND THOROUGHNESS OF EXAMINATION 

Whether there has been a fair, consistent and thorough 
examination, in light of the Remarks by the Applicant (p. 4, line 
11 etc.) in the Response to the Final Rejection filed July 18, 
2001, recalling the fact that the initial Examiner in this PCT 
National. Stage application was Mr. Ackerman, who did not have the 
Sec. 34 amendments to the claims from the PCT before him, 
resulting in a premature Final Action by Examiner Knight on July 
21, 2000 (Paper 14) which was later withdrawn, but nevertheless 
prejudiced the Applicant by requiring him to resubmit previous 
arguments, delaying development of the issues to a much later 
stage ? 

16) FAIRNESS IN TREATMENT OF APPLICANT 

Whether Applicant is being treated unfairly because, in a phone 
conversation with the undersigned on October 10, 2001, in response 
to a request ' for another interview, which was denied, the Examiner 
stated that he could not carry out a proper search since the 
invention had so many applications ? 

17) EXAMINER' S BURDEN IN CONDUCTING PRIOR ART SEARCH 

Whether the Examiner's difficulty in searching the prior art 
thoroughly is a problem to be placed upon the Applicant ? 

18) EXAMINER' S REJECTION OF THE CLAIMS - INTENT OF USER 

Whether the Examiner's rejection of the claims which relate to a 
toy embodiment (claim 47) is proper, based on the Examiner's 
statement in the Final Rejection of 1/19/01 (Apx. 7, p. 4, line 
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11) that "a toy is anything that can be used for amusement..„..any 
object can be a toy since it depends on the intent of the person 
using the device", thus introducing the element of user intent as 
a- structural basis for claim rejection ? 

7. GROUPING OF CLAIMS 

The claims relate to a mechanism which has many practical 
applications, such that the broadest claim, claim 1 can be 
combined with many different subclaims, to read on many useful 
devices which incorporate the inventive mechanism. Therefore, it 
is believed that the claims do not stand or fall together, since 
they are drawn so as to be separately patentable, each subclaim 
covering one of various practical devices, which is presented in 
the specification and drawings . 

8. ARGUMENT 

1) REJECTION OF ENTRY OF 7/18/01 AMENDMENT 

The Advisory Action was improper, and the rejection and non-entry 
of the amendment in response to the Final Rejection was improper, 
since the amendment did not raise new issues. The Examiner 
provides a brief explanation of the new issue on the last page of 
the Advisory Action of 8/1/01 (Apx. 9) as follows: 

"Continuation of 2 Note: The first linking means being connectable 
to an additional element was not claimed previously, nor was a 
search conducted for an additional element". 

Insofar as the Applicant understands the rejection, it is 
Applicant's position that the amendment was a good-faith attempt 
to advance the prosecution, by modifying the claims, and 
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clarifying the text where necessary,, to overcome the prior art. 
Unfortunately , this amendment was dealt with, in Applicant's 
opinion, in summary fashion by the Examiner, and elicited a 
"standard" response in the Advisory Action, and was not reviewed 
and well-considered, and this has caused the Applicant undue delay 
and harm in finishing the patenting process. 

2) GROUNDS FOR REJECTION OF ENTRY OF AMENDMENT 

In the Response filed 12/21/00 (Apx. 6), the Examiner is 
specifically requested in the Remarks at p. 5, third paragraph to 
review Figs, 1-6. The "additional element'' which is the "new 
issue" is shown in the embodiments of Figs. 1-6, specifically the 
embodiments of Figs. 2-3 showing a 3-element construction. The 
text description is given at p. 8, last paragraph, through p. 9, 
line 12, and this section is cited in the Remarks at p. 5 of the 
12/21/00 (Apx. 6) response. 

Even in the 2-element construction described in the 
specification at p. 8, lines 11-24, a "movable activation handle 
116" is mentioned, which can also be considered an "additional 
element" for purposes of claim construction and interpretation. 

Applicant submits that the "additional element" is not a new 
issue, and was raised in prior Remarks of the 12/21/00 response. 

The text amendment to clarify the term "hand-movable" was not 
a new issue, as this recitation was contained in original claim 4, 
and more importantly, this change in terminology was already 
introduced in the previous amendment filed 12/21/00, as 
"hand-holdable" . This is further discussed in the Summary of the 
Invention (item 5 of this Appeal Brief), with text references. The 
Examiner initially objected to this amendment in the 1/19/01 
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Office Action (Apx. 7), so Applicant submitted a better 
clarification based on the claim 4 recitation, and the Applicant 
should not and cannot be penalized for attempting to improve and 
resolve terminology so as to remove objections/rejections. 

Furthermore, if the "new" issue relates to the 
"additional element" or the terminology associated with 
"hand-holdable/hand-movable", why was the Examiner willing to 
reach agreement on the claim language, as indicated by the 
Interview Summary of 8/22/01 (Apx. 10), without raising these 
amendments/terminology as a problem? Evidently, the video 
presenation was convincing, and we have the Examiner's own notes 
(Apx. 10) confirming these amendments are not really "new issues". 

3) GROUNDS FOR REJECTION OF ENTRY OF AMENDMENT 

The Advisory Action of 8/1/01 (Apx. 9) was improper in rejecting 
the above-mentioned amendment, since if it had been entered, 
clearly it would have placed the application in better , form for 
appeal, by materially simplifying or reducing the issues for 
appeal, so that the focus could be placed on the question of 
whether the "additional element" or the (previous) "hand-holdable" 
or (later) "hand movable" terminology were "new issues". 

4J INTERVIEW SUMMARY - DETAILS OF AGREEMENT REACHED 

There is no mention in the Interview Summary of a preamble 
amendment which results in a "closed" list of embodiments. For 
this reason, Applicant's representative, knowing of the many 
varied applications of the invention, could agree to reach 
agreement, as indicated, and accept a preamble amendment in-line 
with the Examiner's guidelines, as long as it did not preclude 
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"intended use must result in a structural difference between the 
claimed invention and the prior art in order to patentably 
distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art." 

There can be no argument that the type of preamble amendment 
which the Examiner was prepared to accept, per the Interview 
Summary, was a list of devices to which the invention could be 
applied, and this list did not create any structural limitations 
in the devices being claimed. This is clear, since each device of 
a given type could have many design variations on its own, but 
these devices were to be claimed in combination with the inventive 
device, so that the only structural limitations were to be drawn 
from the body of the claim, and the structural limitations of the 
body of the claim could easily stand alone. . Thus, no patentable 
weight could be given to this list of applications in the 
preamble, and the Examiner's position that it be a closed list, 
and only a closed list is acceptable, is improper in being made a 
requirement for patentability. 

The Board's attention is also directed to the fact that the 
Applicant is not new to the patenting process in the US, and holds 
US Patent Nos. 5,324,086 (under Reissue proceedings), 5,322,334, 
and 5,881,601, all of which issued without requiring Field-of-Use 
restrictions in the preamble. Therefore, Applicant cannot 
understand why such a preamble requirement is being introduced in 
the instant application, and is opposed to restrictive language. 

6) EXAMINER REFUSAL OF REQUEST FOR ANOTHER INTERVIEW 

The Examiner wrongly and unfairly rejected the attempt of the 
Applicant's representative to set another interview, to clarify 
the preamble language, which was an issue the Examiner himself set 
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up in the Interview Summary, so that on the one hand, the Examiner 
created a new requirement, and on the other hand, he refused to 
discuss it face-to-face, when the only opportunity to do so is 
presented to him by Applicant's representative, traveling from 
overseas. This cannot be said to be in-line with the stated USPTO 
policy of achieving the best results and serving the inventor 
population's needs efficiently. 

7) 37 CFR 1,71 OBJECTIONS TO THE SPECIFICATION 

The objection to the specification is improper, under 37 CFR 1.71 
regarding the term "hand-holdable" (now amended to be 
"hand-movable" by the unentered Amendment of 7/18/01), since there 
is a clear basis for the interpretation of this phrase in the 
specification. This was indicated above in relation to the 
recitation contained in original claim 4, (which was incorporated 
into claim 1 in the unentered Amendment of 7/18/01) to 
"hand-motion", * which clearly means "hand-movable", and in 
addition, as was stated above, the illustration of this activity 
is clear from Figs. 5 and 6 where a man is shown operating the 
segments of telescopic tool 100, and this shows that the device is 
hand— movable, one hand moving in reference to the other. Further, 
as described with reference to Fig. 1, at p. 8, lines 11-24, and 
recited above, the specification clearly described hand 
manipulation. 

8) SEC . 112 FIRST PARAGRAPH REJECTION 

The rejection of claims 1-49 is improper, under Sec. 112, first 
paragraph, regarding the term "hand-holdable", now "hand-movable", 
and the specification does convey to a skilled person that the 
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inventor had possession of the claimed invention at the time of 
filing the application, as can be seen from the specification and 
drawings as mentioned above in the argument section (7). 

9) SEC. 112 SECOND PARAGRAPH REJECTION 

The rejection of claims 1-49 is improper, under Sec. 112, second 
paragraph, regarding the term "hand-holdable" now ^hand-movable", 
since it is clear how to interpret such terminology, in view of 
the description, repeated above in the SUMMARY OF THE INVENTION, 
and especially with respect to Figs. 1-6, where it is easily seen 
that the objects being manipulated are "hand-movable", and the 
Examiner's concern of confusion, with "any object that can be held 

with outstretched hands, or that fit within the palm of a single 

hand", is misplaced and unnecessary. 

10) SEC. 103(a) REJECTION- PIPES AND WILDING 

The rejection of claims 1-3, 5, 8, 16-18, 36, 38, 41, 42, 45 and 
47 was improper, as being unpatentable under 35 USC Sec. 103(a), 
over Pipes, in view of Wilding, 

Pipes discloses a shuttle assembly of elements placed 
alongside one another with chains (66) mounted on sprocket wheels 
(48, 49, etc.)- Pipes does not lend itself to driving motion 
provided by hand, and as the Examiner concedes, Pipes does not 
disclose controllably reversible motion. 

Wilding discloses an automatic storage system, not a 
telescopic system, having conveyor apparatus for handling 
particulate products such as peanuts or cereal. An electronic 
controller 25 is applied to control the conveyor movements using 
electronic sensors such as a photocell, see col. 5, lines 29— 32, 
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and col. 6, lines 53—57. 

The application of an electronic controller to automated 
control systems as in Wilding can hardly be compared with the 
simple, controllably reversible motion provided by the system of 
the present invention. This is because as now recited in amended 
claim 1 as proposed in the non-entered amendment, the inventive 
system is hand-movable , meaning it can be moved by hand, while 
heavy, automated systems are typically not designed for manual 
operation. Therefore, an automated system such as Wilding does not 
provide a relevant teaching in this case and is not a basis for 
comparison, being electronic. 

It would therefore be unreasonable to consider the 
combination of Pipes and Wilding as rendering the claims obvious, 
since a skilled person would not be prompted to combine them nor 
consider this combination to be obvious. 

11) SEC. 103(a) REJECTION- WHITE AND WILDING 

The rejection of claims 1-3, 5, 8-12, 16-19, 23 and 40 was 
improper, as being unpatentable under 35 USC Sec. 103(a), over 
White, in view of Wilding. 

White discloses a collapsible structure which employs an 
arrangement of sprocket wheels and chains to allow telescopic 
movement of a sectioned structure. As can be seen by a careful 
reading of White, the telescopic elements (20, 23, 24 and 25) are 
on the upper portion of the structure, while the mechanism 
providing movement, including the chain 43, is below and separate 
from this. 

This is unlike the invention, where the linking means is 
"arranged on the said (first and second) elements". 
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In addition, the requirement in White for wheels carrying the 
chains is not a requirement of the present invention. For example, 
Figs. 7-9 of the specification of the present invention show a 
linking means without chains comprising a single, double-toothed 
sprocket wheel, which converts the driving motion to a driven 
motion. Even 78 years after White was published, the practical 
applications do not exist and are also very different from those 
of the present invention. 

The Examiner conceded that White does not disclose the use of 
a controller. Wilding, as stated above, is not applicable here for 
controlling the movement, since Wilding teaches an electronic 
controller for automated control systems, rather than the simple, 
controllably reversible motion provided by the system of the 
present invention. An automated system such as Wilding does not 
provide a relevant teaching in this case and is not a basis for 
comparison, since it is an electronic device. 

It would therefore be unreasonable to consider the 
combination of White and Wilding as rendering the claims obvious, 
since a skilled person would not be prompted to combine them nor 
consider this combination to be obvious. 

12) SEC . 103(a) REJECTION- WHITE AND WILDING, SANDBURG 

The Sandberg reference, for its teaching of a hand crank, is not a 
basis for rejection since it adds nothing to the overall system of 
telescopic motion as presented by the invention. Sandberg teaches 
a fire escape within which only the extension motion which raises 
the ladder is controlled, while the retraction motion is not 
controlled and is provided by gravity. A hand crank in a gravity- 
dependent system does not teach controllably reversible motion, 
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nor does it teach how this could be achieved in combination with 
other components. Applicant respectfully requests that the Board 
carefully reconsider the scope of the invention, as now claimed, 
with respect to the limited teaching of Sandberg. 

13) EXAMINER' S ANALYSIS AND CHARACTERIZATION OF REFERENCES 

The Examiner concedes that Pipes does not disclose a controllably 
reversible device, and "forces" a combination with the Wilding 
reference for its teaching of an electronic controller, which is 
not readily applicable to a simple system as disclosed by the 
invention. The Applicant believes that the Examiner is using 
hindsight to "build" the Applicant's invention using the prior art 
references . 

14) REASONABIIiITY OF EXAMINER' S POSITION ON REFERENCES 

The Examiner has taken an unreasonable position, to make the 
references "fit" the rejection of the claims, for example, in the 
combined references of Pipes and Wilding, as above in 13. Proof of 
this statement is in the fact that the Examiner was willing to 
issue the case, as per the Interview Summary, if certain 
modifications were made to the preamble, but these modifications 
would not have any structural meaning in the preamble since the 
body of the claim could stand on its own, and the Examiner's 
willingness to allow claim 1 shows this. 

The Board of Appeals is kindly requested to read the Remarks 
filed with the 7/18/01 response, particularly at p. 11 etc., 
containing summary arguments based on precedents, regarding the 
103(a) rejections . 
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15) FAIRNESS, CONSISTENCY AND THOROUGHNESS OF EXAMINATION 

As stated, the switch in Examiners between Examiner Ackerman and 
Examiner Knight and the PCT Sec. 34 amendments which were 
overlooked in the National Stage, caused problems in the 
prosecution. The Examiner conceded that a premature Final Action 
was issued, and this proves the fact that the Examiner was unable 
to guide the prosecution with the required fairness,, consistency 
and thoroughness. The Applicant has suffered as a result, and 
would prefer further prosecution, if necessary, to continue before 
a new and unbiased Examiner. 

16) FAIRNESS IN TREATMENT OF APPLICANT 

Applicant is being treated unfairly because the Examiner's 
statement that he could not carry out a proper search, since the 
invention had so many applications, is not a reason which can 
establish the lack of usefulness of another interview. 

17) EXAMINER'S BURDEN IN CONDUCTING PRIOR ART SEARCH 

The Examiner's burden in carrying out a proper search is not a 
problem which the Applicant can solve, and therefore placing this 
as a reason for denying another interview is to place the 
Examiner's burden on the Applicant, and is unfair. 

18) EXAMINER' S REJECTION OF THE CLAIMS - INTENT OF USER 

By looking to the "intent" of a person using the inventive device, 
the Examiner introduces the element of user intent as a structural 
basis for claim rejection, and this is not supported by any 
precedent known to Applicant's representative. It appears that the 
Examiner is "reaching" for a reason to justify his denial of a 
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patent for a very versatile, widely applicable invention. Somehow, 
Applicant perceives that the Examiner is afraid to issue a patent 
on a broad, well-defined and multi- faceted product . This position 
cannot be supported by the Appeals Board, as it unfairly denies 
the Applicant a proper scope of protection for his simple, but 
widely applicable mechanical invention. 

9. RELIEF REQUESTED 

The Appeals Board is hereby requested to rule in favor of the 
Applicant on the issues listed above, and to order entry of the 
amendment filed July 18, 2001 and allowance of the application 
with the preamble to claim 1 as proposed in the October 14, 2001 
letter . 

Alternatively, the Appeals Board is hereby requested to rule 
in favor of the Applicant on the issues listed in the attached 
material, and to order entry of the amendment filed 7/18/01 and 
withdrawal of the finality of the Office Action of 1/19/01, and 
continuation of the prosecution with a new and unbiased Examiner. 
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9. APPENDICES 

1. Annotated claim 1 as read on Fig. 1 

2. Office Action (OA) of Oct. 28, 1998 

3. Response to OA filed Apr. 30, 1999 

4. OA of 7/21/00 

Letter to Examiner of Nov. 10, 2000 
. Response to OA filed Dec. 21, 2000 
. Final Rejection (FOA) of Jan. 19, 2001 
• Resp. to FOA filed July 18, 2001 

Advisory Action (AA 1) of Aug. 1, 2001 
' " Interview Summary (IS) of Aug. 22, 2001 
. Letter to Examiner of Oct. 14, 2001 
. Advisory Action (AA 2) of Oct. 22, 2001 
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APPENDIX 1 - ANNOTATED VERSION OF CLAIM 1 

1. (Thrice amended) A motion transmission and multiplication system 
for use with systems, devices or structures that require 
movement of segments, to enable extendable and retractable 
motion, such as cleaning systems [Figs. 10-13, 15b, 21-23, 31, 
32], measuring systems [Figs. 27, 28], hand-movable tools [Fig. 
29], music instruments and accessories [Figs. 40, 53, 54], 
electrical and telecommunication devices [Figs. 48-52, 55], 
transportation and delivery systems [Figs. 46-47], shades [Figs. 
44-45], sailing boats [Figs. 56-57], chairs, tripods [Figs. 
33-39], tables and tents Figs. 41-43], said motion transmission 
and multiplication system comprising: 

at least first and second hand-movable elements [104, 106] 
each having anterior and posterior ends, said elements extending 
in the same orientation, each element having at least one point 
thereon connectable to a tool [107 - note : 107 in Fig. 1 drawing 
is an error to be corrected to be 101 per text] or other object; 
and 

at least a first means [118] linking said first and second 
elements [104, 106] and being movable with respect to at least 
one of them, said first linking means [118] also being 
connectable to an additional element, 

said first linking means [118] being arranged on said 
elements [104, 106] such that when said first linking means 
[118] is moved with a controllably reversible driving motion 
with respect to either of said anterior and posterior 
ends of a selected reference one of either of said first and 
second elements [104, 106], wherein said driving motion is in 
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a direction in-line with said orientation, 

then said first and second elements [104, 106] , and if 
connected, said additional element [116] are simultaneously 
provided with a controllably reversible and multipliable, non- 
gravity dependent, linear-to— linear driven motion with respect 
to each other in— line with said orientation, 

said driven motion being in the same direction as said 
driving motion, or reverse thereto, in accordance with which 
reference one of said first and second elements [104, 106] 
was selected in respect of said driving motion. 
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□ Responsive to communication(s) filed on 

□ This action is FINAL. 

□ Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is closed 
m accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1; 453 O.G. 213. 

A shortened statutory period for response to this action is set to expire 3 months), or thirty days whichever 

is longer, from the mailing date of this communication. Failure to respond within the period for response will cause the 
^n^T^? 0mB abandoned * (35 U ' S - C - § 133 >" ^tensions of time may be obtained under the provisions of 

o / Urn f . 1 Jo(3). 



Disposition of Claims 
A Claim(s) 1-48 



is/are pending in the application. 



Of the above, claim(s) 
Claim's) 



XI Claim(s) 7-48 

U Claim(s) 

□ Claims 



is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

is/are allowed. 

is/are rejected. 

is/are objected to. 



are subject to restriction or election requirement. 



Application Papers 

Kl See the attached Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review, PTO-948. 
XS The drawing(s) filed on Jul 30, 1997 is/are objected to by the Examiner. 

□ The proposed drawing correction, filed on is Qpproved Disapproved. 

53 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 
Pri^gy under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

W Acknowledgement is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119{a)-(d). 

52 Ail OSome* □ None of the CERTIFIED copies of the priority documents have been 

□ received. 

□ received in Application No. (Series Code/Serial Number) 

received in this national stage application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
"Certified copies not received: 



! X Acknowledgement is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(e). 
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Priority 

1 . An application in which the benefits of an earlier application are desired must contain a 
specific reference to the prior application(s) in the first sentence of the specification (37 
CFR1.78). 

2. If applicant desires priority under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 9(e) or 120 based upon a previously filed 
copending application, specific reference to the earlier filed application must be made in the 
instant application. This should appear as the first sentence of the specification following the title, 
preferably as a separate paragraph. The status of non-provisional parent application(s) (whether 
patented or abandoned) should also be included. If a parent application has become a patent, the 

expression "now Patent No. " should follow the filing date of the parent 

application. If a parent application has become abandoned, the expression "now abandoned" 
should follow the filing date of the parent application. 

3. Applicant has not complied with one or more conditions for receiving the benefit of an 
earlier filing date under 35 U.S.C. 120 as follows: 

An application in which the benefits of an earlier application are desired must be 
copending with the prior application or with an application similarly entitled to the benefit 
of the filing date of the prior application. 

The applicant claims priority to U.S. application No. 08/238,299 which was abandoned prior to 

the filing of the present application. 
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Specification 

4. This application does not contain an abstract of the disclosure as required by 37 

CFR 1 .72(b). An abstract on a separate sheet is required. ^ jf~ ' C * O^-*' ^ ^ 

5. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: Page 7, line 23, fig. 44 

is described but the drawings show figs. 44a-44d; page 7, line 24, fig. 45 is described but the ^ ^ 
drawings show figs. 45a and 45b; and page 7, line 25, fig. 46 is described but the drawings show 
figs. 46a and 46b.. f~? V 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 3 5 U.S.C. 1 02 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless — 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or 
on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

7. Claims 1, 2, 5, 7, 8, 16-18, 36, 38, 41, 42, 45 and 47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) 
as being anticipated by Pipes U.S. Patent No. 4,388,033. Pipes discloses a motion transmission 
and multiplication system (10) comprising: at least first 12 and second 14 elements extending in 
the same orientation; and at least a first means 62 linking said first 12 and second 14 elements and 
being movable with respect to at least one of them, said first linking means 62 being arranged on 
said first element 12 such that when said first linking means 62 is provided with a driving motion 
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(by pinions 22) in a direction of said orientation, said first 12 and second 14 elements are provided 
with a driven motion with respect to each other. First element 12 telescopically receives second 
element 14 and first linking means 62 is a flexible member. The speed control is the motor. Third 
element 16 is telescopically received in the second element 14. Linking means 62 is enclosed in 
the first element 12. Rollers (35, 43, 51, 57) guide the elements in tracks (36, 44, 52, 58). 
System 10 is a conveyor. The room that the system is used in can be illuminated. A toy is anything 
that can be used for amusement. Any object can be a toy since it depends upon the intent of the 
person using the device. 

8. Claims 1, 2, 5, 7-12, 16-18, 23, 24 and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by White U.S. Patent No. 1,456,478. White discloses a motion transmission and 
multiplication system comprising: at least first 20 and second 23 elements extending in the same 
orientation; and at least a first flexible means 43 linking said first 20 and second 23 elements and 
being movable with respect to at least one of them, said first flexible linking means 43 being 
arranged on said first element 20 such that when said first flexible linking means 43 is provided 
with a driving motion (by gearwheels 46, 48) in a direction of said orientation, said first 20 and 
second 23 elements are provided with a driven motion with respect to each other. First 20 and 
second 23 elements are rigid and telescope in side-by-side tracks. The first, second and third 
elements are rigid and driven by a screw 16. First 20, second 23, and third 24 elements are 
shutters. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pipes. Pipes 
discloses all of the claimed invention except that the motion of the elements can be counter to the 
driven motion. The difference between the direction of motion is considered to be a matter of 
engineering choice in design. It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of applicant's invention to change the direction of motion of Pipes as a matter of 
choice in design since applicant has not set forth that the direction of motion solves any stated 

^problem or is for any particular purpo se and the device of Pipes works equally as well. (/ h 



1 1 . Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Pipes in view of 
Sandberg U.S. Patent No.326, 336. Pipes discloses all of the claimed invention except the driving 
motion being provided by hand motion of said linking means with respect to an end of either of 
said first and second elements. Sandberg shows the use of a hand crank G in an analogous art for 
the purpose of allowing hand operation. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention was made to provide the motion transmission and 
multiplication system of Pipes with a driving motion provided by hand motion of said linking 
means with respect to an end of either of said first and second elements as taught by Sandberg in 
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order to aibw hand operation. Making an automated device operable by hand is no. considered 

to be patentable. 

Allowable Subject Matter 
12. Claims 6, 13-15, 19-22, 25-35, 37, 39, 43, 44, 46 and 48 are objected to as being 
dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form 
including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

13. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Metz et al., Bradford, Badger, Steidle, Mason, Calhoun, Kmieliauskas, Schweda, Van 
Fleet, Price, Musto, Karapita, Bernard!, Lombard!, Sargent et al., Andrews, Wu, Cottle, Shen, 
Chae et al. and Huang are cited to show similar telescoping ass emblies. 

14. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to William Ackerman whose telephone number is (703) 308-7908. 

|- j r [) Antwony Knight 

:Ajylj\ Supervisory Patent Examiner 

WGA 7 Group 3600 

October 25, 1998 
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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

In re Application of: HAMMER, Mordechai 

Serial No. : 08/894,211 

Filed : July 30, 1997 

For : EXTENSIBLE AND RETRACTABLE ELEMENTS AND 

P VARIOUS USES FOR THE ELEMENTS 

Group Art Unit 3626 
Examiner: W. Ackerman 

Raanana, Israel 
April 25, 1999 

Hon. Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 




In response to the Office Action mailed October 28, 1998, 
kindly amend the above-identified application as follows: 



In the specification : 

On page 1, after the TITLE, kindly add the following: 
" CROSS-REFERENCE TO RELATED APPLICATIONS: 

The present application is a National Stage application of 
PCT/US96/01209 and is related as a continuation-in-part of US 
patent application S/N 08/088,570 filed 9 July 1993, now US 
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Patent No. 5,881,601 issued March 16, 1999 (which was a CIP of US 
patent application 923,657 filed 3 August 1992, now US Patent No. 
5,322,334 issued 21 June 1994, which was a CIP of US patent 
application 912,415 filed 13 July 1992, now US Patent No. 
5,324,086 issued 28 June 1994); and is related as a continuation- 
in-part of US patent application S/N 08/238,299 filed 5 May 1994, 
now abandoned (which was a CIP of US patent application 912,415 
filed 13 July 1992, now US Patent No. 5,324,086 issued 28 June 
^1994), and also a CIP of US patent application 923,657 filed 3 
August 1992, now US Patent No. 5,322,334 issued 21 June 1994, 
which was a CIP of US patent application 912,415 filed 13 July 
1992, now US Patent No. 5,324,086 issued 28 June 1994)." 

On page 7, line 23, kindly delete "Fig. 44 shows" and substitute 
— Figs. 44a-d show — ; 

line 24, kindly delete "Fig. 45 shows" and substitute 
— Figs. 45a-b show — ; 

line 25, kindly delete "Fig. 46 shows" and substitute 
^-Figs. 46a-b show — . 

Kindly add the "ABSTRACT OF THE DISCLOSURE" enclosed herewith (as 
page 61), which is explained in the reference in the REMARKS. 

iH the claims : 

Kindly amend claim 1 as follows: 

1. (As amended) A motion transmission and multiplication 

system comprising: 

at least first and second elements extending in the 
same orientation, each having at least one point thereon 



connectable to a tool , object and the like ; and 

at least a first means linking said first and second 
elements and being movable with respect to at least one of them; 

said first linking means being arranged on said [first 
element] elements such that when said first linking means is 
provided with . a controllably reversible^ driving motion in a 
direction [of] iri 1 ine with said orientation, said first and 
^second elements are provided with a control lably reversible and 
multipl iable driven motion with respect to each other in 1 ine 
with said orientation . 

Kindly amend claim 4 as follows: 

4. (Once amended) The system of claim 1 wherein said driving 
motion is provided by hand motion of [said linking means] either 
one of said elements with respect to [an end of] either one of 
said first [and second elements] linking means and the other 
element . 

In claim 24 , line 2, after "mounted" kindly add --on--. 

In claim 39, line 2, kindly delete "opens and closes" and 
substitute --open and close--. 

Kindly amend claim 48 as follows: 

48. (As amended) The system of claim 1 wherein either of said 
first and second elements has mounted at an end thereof a surface 
for supporting at least one of a tool^ [and] an electrical 
device^ a device for telecommunications, control home 
entertainment and the like, with flexible wiring, cable, tubes 



and the like, being extendible and retractable during motion of 
said first and second elements, at least one of said first and 
second elements being supported [overhead] in a room to enable 
positioning of said surface at a desired position. 

Kindly add new claim 49 as follows: 

49, The system of claim 1 further comprising a spring 

connected to at least one of said first and second elements to 
^provide a force for reversing said reversible driving motion. 
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REMARKS 



Applicant has carefully considered the Office Action of 
October 28, 1998 rejecting all of the claims. The present 
response is intended to be fully responsive to all points of 
rejection raised by the Examiner and is believed to place the 
application in condition for allowance. Favorable reconsideration 
and allowance of the application are respectfully requested. 
^ The present application is the National Stage of PCT 

patent application PCT/US96/01209 . The amendment is presented in 
relation to the arrangement of the text which was originally 
filed with the PCT, not the published version, and this matches 
the Examiner's comments in para. 5 of the Office Action about 
page 7 and line numbers. The Abstract originally filed with the 
PCT application was amended to shorten its length, but it is 
believed that the original length is in accordance with US 
regulations, and this original Abstract is submitted herewith, to 
^>e entered as text on page 61, attached herewith. 

The drawing references noted by the Examiner have been 
amended to remove inconsistencies with the text, and it is 
requested that a requirement for formal drawing corrections be 
held in abeyance until an indication of allowance has been 
received . 

Claims 1, 4, 24 39 and 48 have been amended. New claim 
49 has been added. Thus, claims 1-49 remain in the case. 

In a conversation with SPE Anthony Knight on April 15, 
1999, the undersigned Applicant's attorney noted that the claim 
amendments which were submitted on March 14, 1997 in response to 
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the Written Opinion in the PCT case (Art. 34 amendments) were not 
entered into the present National Stage US application, for some 



reason • 



A copy of the published PCT application with the 
replacement pages reflecting Art. 34 amendments is attached. 

It is respectfully requested that the Examiner review 
his comments once again, after taking into account the above 
submitted claim amendments (which were submitted in the PCT per 
Art. 34), and after taking into account that the present 
•application claims priority from the earlier applications listed, 
so that a uniform approach can be developed to the various claims 
presented in those prior applications and the present application. 

More specifically, it is respectfully suggested that 
the Examiner consider the need for providing a new Office Action 
taking into account the fact that the PCT patent application 
PCT/US96/01209 was filed for US purposes as a continuation-in- 
part application, and that some of the claims in the chain of 
applications recited above in the cross-reference information 
^amended text) have issued as patents. In addition, it is noted 
that the Applicant has a pending re-issue proceeding for patent 
5,324,086, under re-issue application S/N 08/936,486. 

Also attached to this response is a copy of the Art. 34 
amendments submitted on March 17, 1997, including claim 
amendments and arguments regarding cited prior art. The arguments 
are relevant to the prior art cited by the Examiner in the 
present Office action, and these arguments are repeated below. 

It is the object of the present invention to overcome 
the problems of existing products exhibiting telescopic movement, 



and provide a system of telescopic elements for multiplying the 
effective physical work achieved by simple hand and leg 
movements, in controlling the telescopic motion of structures and 
their length. The invention can be implemented in a very large 
number of fields including cleaning systems, vacuum cleaners, 
measuring rods, tools, paint rollers, wall scrapers, mu^ic 
stands and instruments, parasols, shades, curtains, sailing boat 
^ masts, and structures such as chairs, tripods, tables, tents etc. 

As amended, independent claim 1 now includes a 
limitation indicating that the driving motion of the system is 
controllably reversible, such that both extension and retraction 
motions are under full, reversible and multipliable control of 
the mechanism. 

In addition, in claim 1, a limitation on the 
orientation of the driving motion has been clarified, to indicate 
that the driving motion is provided in a direction in line with 
the orientation of the elements. This defines a relationship 
Ibetween the driving and driven motions, such that a linear 
driving motion provides a linear driven motion, and this is 
described as linear-to-linear motion. 

Claim 1 further includes the limitation that the 
elements are connectable to a tool or object which is to be used 
in performing some useful work, such as cleaning, painting, etc. 

Thus, as now amended, if a hand motion (as per claim 4) 
is applied to provide the driving motion between an end of either 
the first and second elements and the linking means (loop), as in 
the embodiment of Fig. 1, then one of two types of resulting 
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extension and retraction motion occurs, either as illustrated in 
Figs. 2-3 , or as Figs. 5-6. The first type of motion is shown in 
Figs. 2-3 and occurs when tool 100 is held by handle 116 which is 
attached to the loop, and moved toward handle 114, so that the 
driven motion is counter to the driving motion of handle 116 with 
respect to handle 114, and this is claimed in claim 3. 

The second type of motion is shown in Figs. 5-6 and 
occurs when tool 100 is held by handle 126 which is moved away 
^from handle 124, so that the driven motion of the linking means 
(loop) is in the same direction as the driving motion of handle 
126 with respect to handle 124 (claim 2). 

The specification refers to this directional feature 
and its advantages in the description at page 8, last paragraph, 
beginning with the words "in this activity, the operating hand 
moves handle 116 in the opposite direction to the motion of 
segment 106, thus enabling the user to reach greater distances.." 
The other mention of the directional feature is at page 9, line 
where the description mentions "the device can be operated 
in the same direction as the hand motion.." The advantage of this 
operation is given at the end of the paragraph, line 11, 
describing this arrangement as "effective for working in lower 
places". A particular problem is solved by the inventive tool at 
high and low locations, and it is solved by this unique motion. 

Thus, as now amended, the ability to control 
multipliable driven motion, in both extension and retraction 
movement, is what gives the present invention an advantage over 
other telescopic systems. 

For example, in Figs. 7-8, there are shown 2-element 
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arrangements where th*> 

the drxven motxon is a controllably 

"ultipliable result of the driving motion if t h~ 

y muuion. if the gears 142, 144 
are selected with dif£ere „ t ^ ^ ^ ^ 

aCCMdi " 5 t0 rati ° The same effect is provide<j 

" S1 " 9 the t0 ° thed »ith gear 142, per Fig . 9 . 

Claim 49 refers to a construction such as that shown in 
# P*9. 54, where a spring force reverses the driving Mtion . 

The Examiner has rejected independent claim ! and the 
various groupings of dependent clai ms under Sec. 10 2, b) as bei 
anticipated by Pipes and white. and under Sec. X03 as be i 
unpatentable over Pipes, and Pipes in view of 

US Patent 4,388.033 to Pipes discloses a shuttle 
~y of elements placed alongside one another with chains 

<66> mounted on sprocket wheels (48. 49 etc > T„ 

etc.; in contrast, the 

present invention allows for t-«,i_. 

f ° r telesc °P" motion of nested members, 
which is impossible with Pipes, since the elements and chains are 
Wo, nested. T he retirement in Pip ea f or „ neels carrying ^ 
chains is not a retirement of the invention. Pipes does not lend 
itself to driving motion provided by hand. nor controUablv 
reversible motion. The present invention allows connection of 
dements which move together with the the moving members. but 
-Pes does not allow connection to such elements. except the end 
guttle which carries the load. Th e practical applications are 
also very different. 

Comparison of Fia. j n f D -i • 

tig. 1 of Pipes with Fig. 27b of the 

present application shows clearJv i-h~ 

clearly the three member construction, 
and the difference in the ii„n„ n 

in the linking means arrangements is visible. 
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A single loop is used in the present invention, while Pipes uses 
chains with double the length, to achieve motion of the elements. 

There is no disclosure in Pipes of control lably 
reversible motion in line with the orientation direction, which 
is provided by the present invention as now claimed by the 
amendments to independent claim 1. Therefore, Pipes does 
^anticipate the claims under Sec. 102(b). 

As stated in the decision in In Re Marshall, 198 USPQ 
•344 (1978), "To constitute an anticipation, all material elements 
recited in a claim must be found in one unit of prior art...". 
Since Pipes neither 1) identically describes the invention nor 2) 
enables one skilled in the art to practice it, Applicant deems 
the 102(b) rejection improper, and respectfully requests that it 
be withdrawn. 

US Patent 1,456,478 to .White discloses a collapsible 
structure which employs an arrangement of sprocket wheels and 
chains to allow telescopic movement of a sectioned structure. 
0 In contrast, the present invention allows for 

telescopic motion of nested members, which is impossible with 
White, since the elements and chains are not nested. White does 
not lend itself to driving motion provided by hand, nor 
control lably reversible motion. The requirement in White for 
wheels carrying the chains is not a requirement of the invention. 

For example. Figs. 7-9 of the present application show 
a linking means without chains comprising a single, double- 
toothed sprocket wheel, which converts the driving motion to a 
driven motion. Even 76 years after White was published, the 
practical applications do not exist and are also very different 



from those of the present invention. 

Thus r as stated above, White does not 1) identically 
describe the invention nor 2) enable one skilled in the art to 
practice it, and Applicant deems the 102(b) rejection improper, 
and respectfully requests that it be withdrawn. 

The Examiner has also cited US Patent 326,226 to 
Sandberg, from the year 1885 to indicate that telescopic systems 
were known in the prior art. While the general telescopic systems 
are indeed known, no invention prior to the present one has means 
for maintaining full, reversible and multipliable control of the 
extension and retraction motion. Applicant respectfully requests 
that the Examiner carefully reconsider the scope of the 
invention, as now claimed, with respect to the limited teaching 
of the SandberJ reference., 

Sandberg teaches a fire escape within which only the 
extension motion which raises the ladder is controlled, while the 
retraction motion is not controlled and is provided by gravity. 

nlike Sandberg, the present invention allows controllable 
retraction motion, such that as shown in Figs. 5-6, the 
retraction motion produces a useful effect in sweeping. Sandberg 
cannot accomplish this as its retraction motion is gravity- 
dependent. 

Furthermore, the Sandberg reference uses a tilting 
mechanism to direct its extension motion, while the present 
invention needs no such mechanism, as illustrated, again for 
example, by the hand motion used in the sweeper of Figs. 5-6. The 
extendable elements of Sandberg can only move within one another. 



while the present invention allows for motion of elements 

one alongside the nother, such as in the curtain opening and 

closing application, see Fig. 44b* 

The provision by the present invention of a tool 

attached to a system providing controllably reversible driving 

motion in-line with the orientation of the elements, and a 

controllably reversible driven motion, is deemed not to have been 

obvious since the teaching of Pipes, White and Sandberg do not 

^disclose this, nor do they disclose a tool for performing work. 

In making the combination of references proposed by the 

Examiner, the question is raised whether the references 

themselves would suggest doing so, as stated in the decision of 

In Re Lintner (172 USPQ 560, 562, CCPA 1972): 

"In determining the propriety of the Patent Office 
case for obviousness in the first instance, it is 
necessary to ascertain whether or not the 
reference teachings would appear to be sufficient 
for one of ordinary skill in the relevant art 
having the references before him to make the 
proposed substitution, combination or other 
modification. " 

| Similarly, In Re Regel (188 USPQ 136 CCPA 1975) decided 

that the question raised under Sec. 103 is whether the prior art 
taken as a whole would suggest the claimed invention to one of 
ordinary skill in the art. Accordingly, even if all the elements 
of a claim are disclosed in various prior art references, the 
claimed invention taken as a whole cannot be said to be obvious 
without some reason given in the prior art why one of ordinary 
skill would have been prompted to combine the teachings of the 
references to arrive at the claimed invention. 

Simply put, and as stated in In re Clinton (188 USPQ 
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365 CCPA 1976), "do the references themselves ... suggest doing 
what appellants have done", such that there is a requirement that 
the prior art must have made any proposed modification or changes 
in the prior art obvious to do, rather than obvious to try. 

It is respectfully put forward by Applicant that there 
is not any substantial reason to view the combination of 
references as obvious, since none of them suggests control lably 
reversible motion in-line with the member orientation, as 
^provided by the invention. To say that a such a combination is 
obvious to try, as the Examiner seems to do, is one thing, but to 
recognize the above-outlined design advantages is another thing. 

Therefore, independent claim 1 is deemed to be 

* 

patentable over the prior art, and the dependent claims are 
likewise deemed patentable being based thereon. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, all of 
the claims remaining in the application are deemed to be 
allowable. Further reconsideration and allowance of the 
^application is respectfully requested at an early date. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Edward Langer , Attorney 
Reg. No. 30,564 
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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 



In re Application of: HAMMER , Mordechai 
Serial No. : 08/894 P 211 

Filed : July 30, 1997 

For : EXTENSIBLE AND RETRACTABLE ELEMENTS AND 

VARIOUS USES FOR THE ELEMENTS 

Group Art Unit 3626 
Examiner: W. Ackerman 

Raanana, Israel 
m April 25, 1999 

Hon. Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

PETITION FOR EXTENSION 

Sir : 

t _ In accordance with 37 CFR 1.136(a), Applicant hereby 

petitions to extend the time for response to the Office Action 
mailed October 28 , 1998 , for which purpose there is enclosed 
herewith a check in the amount of $444,00 to cover the required 
three-month extension fee ($435), up to and including Wednesday 
April 28, 1999, and a fee ($9) for an additional dependent claim. 

. . The accompanying amendment presents one new dependent 

claim, and it is believed that an additional filing fee is 
required in accordance with the following calculation: 
^ Independent Total claims 

Claims now pending 1 49 
Less: Highest number of 

claims previously paid for 3 48 

(Small Entity) Fee due: 0 x $39.00 + 1 x $9.00 = $ 9.00 

In the event of an insufficiency or omission in the 
fee, please contact me immediately so that I may arranqe for 
payment. ^ 



pectfully ^ubjprdt,ted r 

Edward Langer, Atfy. for Appl leant 
Registration V(tS\ 30,564 
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Office Action Summary 



Application No. 

08/894,211 
Examiner 



Anthony Knight 



Applicants) 
HAMMER, MORDECHAt 
Art Unit 



3626 



~ ^J** iUNG DAT£ 01 mis oommunfcatron appear* on the cover sheet mfft the correspondence addrv£ - 



Period for Reply 

Ai SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR RE?LY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. W 

* ^f^ZV^!?** "^A" *** vteion3 of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36 (a) in no event, however, may a reply be timely Hied 

after SIX (6) MONTHS from the m&flirig date of this communication 7 w r " 8B 

" ,f be SS^o^^ 601 ^ ab ° VC * ,66S tKan thirty (30) a * «" statutory minimum of thirty (30) days rril! 

' ^ o6n^t^o^ ^ &P *° med ab0Va * the maldmuf " ««tanf Period will apply and will expire SJX (8) MONTHS from the mailing date of this 

Fa3un& to f©pty within the or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the appfiwtfon to become ABANDONED (36 U.S.C. $ 133). 

1)63 Responsive to «>nimunfcation(s) filed on SOAotifiooQ. 

2a)(S This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Sinoe^ this appiicarjon is In condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayie, 1 935 CD. 11 ( 4S3 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) H Clairn(s) f^g is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above daim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim<s) is/are allowed. 

9)E3 Claims 1^19.26^2^32 ^36^ and team r*j*rt*<i 
__ ^ »/ 



M ' 8)D Claims are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9)D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 
1 0)0 The drawing(s) tiled on is/are objected to by the Examiner. 

11) D The proposed drawing correction filed on is: a)D approved b)D disapproved. 

1 2) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 

Priority under 35 U-S.C. § 11$ 

13) Q Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19<aH<J) 
a)DAII b)D Some*c)n None of the CERTIFIED copies of the priority documents have been: 

1. Q received. 

2. D received in Application No. (Series Code /Serial Number) , 

3. n received in this National Stage application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 1 7.2(a)). 
" See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

Acknowledgement is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. & 1 1 9(e). 

13) Q Notice of References Cited fPTO-692} mioi . . . ^ , 



a.& Hilt**** rmi««nam omw 



(Rev. 3-98) Office Actto Summary 



Part of Paper No. 14 



LEVISGHM LERNER Fax:212-486-0323 j uJ 2? 15:19 p M 



Applicant has not complied with one or more conditions for receiving the 
benefit of an earlier filing date under 35 U.S.C. § 120 as follows: 

An application in which the benefits of an earlier application are desired 
must be copending with the prior application or with an application 
similarly entitled to the benefit of the filing date of the prior application. 
Copendence does not exist between Application No. 08/238,299 and the 
present application. The claim for priority must be amended to remove 
Application No. 08/238,299 and its string of applications. 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C 1 12: 

The specification shaS conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as hie Invention. 

Claims 1-49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 

being indefinite for falling to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 

matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding claims 1 and 48, the phrase "a nd the like" r enders the claim(s) 

indefinite because the claim(s) include(s) elements not actually disclosed (those 

encompassed by "and the like"), thereby rendering the scope of the claim(s) 

unascertainable. See MPEP § 2173.05(d). Applicant should note that the 

phrases "and the like" and "or the like" are considered to be similar. 

Claims 19. 26-29, 32, 39, 40, and 42-47, the phrase "adapted for use" 

makes the scope of the claim unclear. While the examiner has assumed that 

applicant is claiming the combination, it can be argued that the claim is merely 

directed to the subcombination. Applicant is required to clarify the daim by 
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positively reciting that "the system of claim 1 is a " f If the claim is a 

combination claim. 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 
U,S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this 
Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in 
public u*e or on sale In this country, more than one veer prior to the date of application for patent in 
the United States. 

Claims 1, 2, 4, 19, 26-29, 32, 33, 35-40, and 42-49 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Steldle, U.S. Patent No. 1,325,053. Steidle 
discloses a motion transmission and multiplication system comprising: 

A first element (31 ) - The phrases "having at least one point thereon 
connectable to a tool, object and the like" is not considered to provide any 
limitation to the claim since the tower is attached to the submarine (1 ) and rings 
(32) are objects. 

A second element (38) is attached to the first element 

A first linking means Is controllably reversible for driving the first and 
second elements - The first linking means is comprised of the oontrollable 
pneumatic actuation of the mast (page 3, lines 46-50) and the spring biased 
drums (53) (see page 3, lines 67-73) 1 . 

The motion can be achieved byhand, see page 3, lines 80-83. 

1 Means-plus-fu notion ciause are interpreted in accordance wrtrt MPEP § 2161 and the 

final guM^Kr,^ for :^orpro*irt0 ftuch clauftAft published In the F*d*r*J Register Vol 65 No 120 
pages 38510-16. June 16, 2000. ' 
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The mast includes a tool, such as the loop shown atop the mast In Fig. 1. 

The control means for determining a working angle of the tool is the 
rigidity of the cylinders (31 , 38, 48, 49). The angle is thus controlled or fixed with 
respect to the mast 

The pneumatic actuation device is contained within the first and second 
cylinders. The mast is rotatable with the submarine. The tracks are considered to 
be the cylinders that move slde-by-side. 

For the sake of completeness, claims 19, 26-29, 32, 39, 40, 42-47 have 
been rejected as if the claims are directed only to the subcombination. The 
phrase 'adapted for" is considered to not provide any limitation to the claims 
since the structure is not positively claimed as axorofeiflation. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 

ail obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention Is not Identically disclosed or described 
33 set forth m section 102 of this title. If the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at tfie time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skin in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

Claim$ 3 awWS-a^rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Steidle, Steidte discloses the claimed invention with the 
exception of the driven and driving motions being in opposite directions. The 

' ' - r p ^ «a.ij^iiii L , 

direction of motion is considered to be a matter of c*iojcejr£desjgjriin the 
absence of and stated reason or solution to any stated problem and the device of 
Steidle works equally as well. 



LEVISOHN LERNER 



Fax:212-486-0323 



Jul 27 '00 15:20 P. 07 



ANSWER TO APPLICANT'S ARGUMENTS 

Applicant has stated that some of the daims are claims contained in an 
issued US patent. This does not appear to be the case. However, if it is true, 
applicant is required to specifically point out the claims in this application and 
their corresponding US patent. 

Applicant argues that the device of the present invention Is controllably 
reversible. While this may not be true for Pipes, Steidle does disclose a device 
that is controllably reversible. Applicant should notethat means-pius-function 
clauses are given Jbenf^roadest possible interpretation unless applicant 
^ecificajly^ate^^t the basis for interpretation should be limited to the means 
disclosed In the specification and any equivalents. The device of Steidle does 
perform thejunctipnsjas set forth in the claims and thus the claims are met 
The drive of Steidle is considered to be linear and In-line. 

Claims 5-18, 20-25, 30, 31 , and 3^would be allowable if rewritten to 
overcome the rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, set forth in 
this Office action and to include all of the limitations of the base claim and any 
intervening claims. 

Applicants amendment necessitated the^evvgro^nd(s) of rejection 
presented in this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. 
See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as 
set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is 
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filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, andany extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Anthony Knight whose telephone number is 
(703)308-31 79. The examiner can normally be reached on 8-hour days 

The fax phone numbers for the organization where this application or 
proceeding is assigned are (703) 305-7687 for regular communications and (703) 
305-7687 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application 
or proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 
(703) 308-2168. 
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July 16, 2000 



* Anthony Knight 
Supervisory Patsrii Examiner 
Group 3600 
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ADVOCATE A PATENT ATTORNEY 

. 312 GI RON CENTER, ROB. 410 RAANANA 43103 ISRAEL 
TEL: 972-9-7713585 FAX: 972-9-7713593 E-MAIL: edhuigcr@netvision.net.il 

November 10, 2000 

Mr. Anthony Knight, Supervisory Patent Examiner BY FAX (703) 305-7687 

US Patent Office, Washington, D.C. 2023 1 URGENT 

Re: US Pat. Appln. S/N 08/894,211 (PCT National Stage, filed July 30, 1997) 

"EXTENDIBLE AND RETRACTABLE ELEMENTS AND VARIOUS USES FOR THE ELEMENTS" 
Our File: 0878 
Dear Mr. Knight, 

For purposes of our upcoming meeting on Nov. 2 1 at your offices, at 3:30 PM, I would like to discuss the following: 

1. Prior to your Final Office Action of July 21, 2000, we had submitted a response on April 28, 1999, but as you may 
recall, that response was not entered immediately due to a technicality with the fee, which was the Banks' fault. The 
case was abandoned and was later revived, and you began reviewing the case in detail at that point In our brief 
meeting on May 22, 2000, I showed you a simple model of one of the versions of the telescopic motion. 

2. In our response of April 28, 1999, page 6, third paragraph, we asked that you provide a new Office Action, since 
there were problems with the entry of the PCT Sec. 34 amendments, as detailed in the next paragraph. Thus, we were 
surprised to see that your latest Office Action of July 21, 2000, was a Final Office Action. This, in our opinion, is 
premature and should not have been considered as a Final Action, as it was not necessitated by the previous 
amendment, which only served to re-enter previously entered amendments. 

3. We noted in our response of April 28, 1999 to the first Office Action of October 28, 1998, sent by Mr. 
Ackerman, that there were only 48 claims in his copy of the application. However, in a phone conversation between 
us on 15 April, 1999, it became clear that the file did not contain the Sec. 34 amendments, and you stated this. We 
had already filed these amendments in the PCT International Stage, on 14 March 1997, in which an additional claim 
was added, claim 49. This amendment was acknowledged in the IPER sent on 1 1 July 1997, in which your name 
appears as the Authorized Officer. Therefore, we concluded that Mr. Ackerman did not have the proper version of the 
amended claims before him when he made his comments in the first Office Action. This forced us to re-enter these 
amendments in our response of April 28, 1999. 

4. We believe that the improper handling of the PCT Sec. 34 amendments by the USPTO, and Mr. Ackerman' s lack 
of awareness of this fact, has beeh-detrimental to the situation, and has prejudiced my client's position, since these 
amendments were not initially considered, when they were already in the file as stated in the IPER Mr. Ackerman's 
prior art citations were not directed to the proper set of claims, and one round of exchange was wasted in prosecution. 



5. Therefore, we ask that you consider withdrawing the final Office Action because of these irregularities, and 
inform us if a petition is needed to accomplish this. We need the extra round to focus on the claims, to allow a fair 
procedure which includes two exchanges, so that we are not pressured by a first and Final Action. 

6. In any case, the Steidle reference currently cited in your Final Action is inappropriate, since it describes 
pneumatically-driven motion of individual sections in succession, not simultaneously, and the collapse of these 
sections depends on gravity, so that it is weight-driven, and is not controllably reversible. Further , the motion of the 
sections is not "in-line" with the motion mechanism, spring drum 53, and this is rotational -to- linear motion, not 
linear -to-linear motion. The construction is heavy and requires a supporting base. 

7. In contrast, the present invention describes a motion transmission system in which the elements move 
simultaneously, with controllably reversible motion, in a hand-held system, operated from either end of the 
construction, without a requirement for a base to support the elements. The motion of the linking means is adjustably 
multipliable, with the linking means adjustably arranged on the elements, as can be seen in Figs. 10-15b, 22, 24, and 
30, etc. The system of the invention is not dependent on gravity for the re-inserting the elements one within the other, 
while Steidle uses gravity, and hand rotation of the drum 53, as the sections collapse and the air escapes. As you 
stated, Steidle cannot provide oppositely-directed motion of elements. 

8. Formal matters of listed co-pending applications will be corrected as needed. The wording "and the like" can be 
removed. The wording "adapted for use" in many claims can be amended to read "in combination with", as you 
suggested. Thank you for the opportunity to discuss these matters with you. Sincerely, 
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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 



In re Application of 

Serial No. 

Filed 

For • 



HAMMER, Mordechai 
08/894, 211 
July 30, 1997 

EXTENSIBLE AND RETRACTABLE 
ELEMENTS AND VARIOUS USES FOR THE 
ELEMENTS 

Group Art Unit 3626 
Examiner: A. Knight 

Raanana, Israel 
December 19, 2000 



Hon Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 



Sir: 



AMENDMENT 



In response to the Office Action mailed July 21, 
2000, (per Examiner, a Non-final Action - see Remarks) 
kindly amend the above-identified application as follows: 

In the specification: 



On page 1, in the section entitled "CROSS-REFERENCE 
TO RELATED APPLICATIONS:", line 9, after the words "of US 
patent application", kindly delete: 

"S/N 08/238,299 filed May 5 1994, now abandoned 
(wh lc h was a CIP of US patent application 912,415 filed 
13 July 1992, now US patent no. 5,324,086 issued 28 June 
1994), and also a CIP of US patent application". 
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In the claims : 

Kindly amend claim 1 as follows: 

!• (Twice amended) A motion transmission and 

multiplication system comprising: 

at least first and second hand-holdable 
elements extending in the same orientation, each 
having at least one point thereon connectable to a 
tool or other object [and the like]; and 

at least a first means linking said first and 
second elements and being movable with respect to at 
least one of them; 

said first linking means being arranged on said 
elements such that when said first linking means is 
provided with a controllably reversible driving 
motion in a direction in line with said orientation, 
said first and second elements are simultaneously 
provided with a controllably reversible and 
multipliable , non-gravity dependent, linear- to- linear 
driven motion with respect to each other in line with 
said orientation. 

In claim 19, line 1, kindly delete "adapted for use" and 
substitute --in combination--. 

In claim 26, line 1, kindly delete "adapted for use" 
and substitute -in combination — . 

In claim 27, line 1, kindly delete "adapted for use" 
and substitute -in combination — . 

In claim 28, line 1, kindly delete "adapted for use" 
and substitute -in combination — , 
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In claim 29, line 1, kindly delete "adapted for use" 
and substitute -in combination--. 

Kindly amend claim 48 as follows: 

48. (Twice amended) The system of claim 1 wherein 

either of said first and second elements has mounted at 
an end thereof a surface for supporting at least one 
of a tool, an electrical device, a device for 
telecommunications, control^ and/or home entertainment 
[and the like,] with at least one of flexible wiring, 
cable, and/or tubes [and the like,] being extendible and 
retractable during motion of said first and second 
elements, at least one of said first and second 
elements being supported in a room to enable 

positioning of said surface at a desired position. 
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REMARKS 



Applicant has carefully considered the Office Action 
of July 21, 2000 rejecting all of the claims. 
Applicant wishes to express his appreciation to the 
Examiner for the interviews conducted with the 
undersigned, Applicant's attorney, on May 22, 2000 and 
November 21, 2000. The Applicant also wishes to express 
his appreciation to the Examiner for the indication of 
allowable subject matter. 

The present response is intended. to implement 
the conclusions of the interview and be fully responsive 
to all points of rejection raised by the Examiner and 
is believed to place the application in condition for 
allowance. Favorable reconsideration and allowance of the 
application are respectfully requested. 

The present application is the National Stage of 
PCT patent application PCT/US96/01209 . 

At the outset, it was agreed upon in the interview 
that the finality of the last Office Action is withdrawn . 

The Applicant wishes to correct a typographical 
error appearing in the Remarks of the previous response, 
submitted April 30, 1999. On page 10, lines 6-7, the text 
should read "..therefore Pipes does not anticipate the 
claims under Sec. 102(b)". 

It is requested that a requirement for formal 
drawing corrections be held in abeyance until an 
indication of allowance has been received. 

Claims 1, 19, 26-29 and 48 have been amended. Thus, 
claims 1-49 remain in the case. 

For the Examiner's convenience, and as a quick 
review, it is re-stated that the object of the present 
invention is to overcome the problems of existing 
products exhibiting telescopic movement. The invention 
provides a system of telescopic elements for multiplying 
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the effective physical work achieved by simple hand and 
leg movements, in controlling the telescopic motion of 
various structures and their length. The invention is 
applicable in many varied fields including cleaning 
systems, vacuum cleaners, measuring rods, tools, paint 
rollers, wall scrapers, music stands and instruments, 
parasols, shades, curtains, sailing boat masts, and 
structures such as chairs, tripods, tables, tents etc. 

As amended, independent claim 1 indicates that the 
driving and driven motions of the system elements occur 
simultaneously, that the elements are hand-holdable , and 
that the driven motion is non-gravity dependent. Further, 
as was previously explained, the motion is controllably 
reversible, such that both extension and retraction 
motions are under full, reversible and multipliable 
control of the mechanism. 

In addition, claim 1 has been further amended to 
indicate that the motion of the elements is in-line with 
their orientation, achieving linear-to-linear motion. 

The Examiner is referred to the previously filed 
Remarks indicating examples of this motion, described in 
the text, with reference to Figs. 1-6. The examples 
describe hand motion applied to develop driving motion 
between the first and second elements, and the linking 
means (loop), resulting in two types of extension and 
retraction motion, with driving and driven motions either 
in the same , or in reverse directions, as per claim 4. 

The advantage of this operation is described in the 
text at page 8, last paragraph, through page 9, line 12, 
with reference to Figs. 1-6. In one case, where the 
operating hand moves the handle opposite the motion of 
segment 106, the user reaches greater distances, "which 
is good for working at heights../' In another case, where 
the operating hand moves in the same direction as the 
segment 104, this arrangement is "effective for working 
in lower places". Thus, it can be seen that the 
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inventive tool solves a particular problem at high and 
low locations, and it is solved by this unique motion. 

Thus, as per amended claim 1, the ability to control 
multipliable driven motion, via simultaneous motion of 
segments during extension or retraction, via non-gravity 
dependent linear-to-linear movement, gives the present 
invention an advantage over other telescopic systems. 

The Examiner has rejected independent claim 1 and 
the various groupings of certain dependent claims under 
Sec. 102(b) as being anticipated by Steidle. The Examiner 
has also rejected claim 3 under Sec. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Steidle. 

The Steidle reference describes a telescoping tower, 
which is operated by pneumatically-driven motion of 
individual sections, which are "elevated in succession", 
not simultaneously, as per page 1, line 29. The collapse 
of these sections depends on gravity, so that it is 
weight-driven, and is not controllably reversible. 
Further, the motion of the sections is dependent on the 
use of a spring drum 53, which is the motion mechanism, 
and is not "in-line" with the sections. This motion is 
rotational-to-linear motion, not linear-to-linear motion. 
The construction is heavy and requires a supporting base. 

In contrast, the present invention describes a 
motion transmission system in which the elements move 
simultaneously, with controllably reversible motion, in 
a hand-holdable system, operated from either end of the 
construction, without a requirement for a base to support 
the elements. The motion of the linking means is 
adjustably multipliable, with the linking means 
adjustably arranged on the elements, as can be seen in 
Figs. 10-15b, 22, 24, and 30, etc. The system of the 
invention is not dependent on gravity for the 
re-inserting the elements one within the other, while 
Steidle uses gravity, and hand rotation of the drum 53, 
as the sections collapse and the air escapes. As conceded 
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by the Examiner in the Office Action, Steidle cannot 
provide driven and driving motion in opposite directions. 

Applicant respectfully disagrees with the Examiner's 
statement that the directions of motion are a matter of 
"design choice''. As stated above in these remarks, the 
ability to reverse these motions gives the present 
invention the advantage of having a design which solves 
the problems of reaching both high and low areas. Since 
the particular problems solved by the invention cannot be 
solved by the Steidle design, there is really no "design 
choice" which would have brought about these solutions. 

It is respectfully maintained by the Applicant that 
the functional interpretation and applicability of the 
Steidle reference vs. the pending claims is a matter to 
be decided by the Patent Office, and ultimately, the 
courts, and any choice made now by the Applicant may be 
prejudicial to legal issues if these should arise in the 
future. Therefore, Applicant respectfully declines the 
opportunity to choose a basis for means-plus-function 
claim interpretation, but clearly, the intent is to 
achieve the broadest claims possible, as allowed by law. 

Since the concept of the invention has many and 
varied applications, some of which may be developed in 
the future, Applicant wishes to have the broadest claim 
possible to allow for claim coverage wherever applicable. 

There is no disclosure in Steidle of simultaneous, 
cont roll ably reversible, linear- to- linear, non-gravity 
dependent motion of hand-holdable segments in line with 
the orientation direction, which is provided by the 
present invention as now claimed by the amendments 
to independent claim 1. Therefore, Steidle. does 
not anticipate the claims under Sec. 102(b). 

As stated in the decision in In Re Marshall, 198 
USPQ 344 (1978), "To constitute an anticipation, all 
material elements recited in a claim must be found in 
one unit of prior art...". Since Steidle neither 1) 
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identically describes the invention nor 2) enables one 
skilled in the art to practice it, Applicant deems the 
102(b) rejection improper, and respectfully requests 
that it be withdrawn. 

The provision by the present invention of 
reversible directions of driving and driven motions is 
deemed not to have been obvious, and is not a design 
choice, since the teaching of Steidle does not disclose 
this, nor does it disclose a device like that of the 
present invention. 

In citing the Steidle reference under Sec. 
103(a), the question is raised whether the reference 
itself would suggest the invention, as stated in the 
decision of In Re Lintner (172 USPQ 560, 562, CCPA 1972) : 

"In determining the propriety of the Patent 
Office case for obviousness in the first instance, it is 
necessary to ascertain whether or not the 

reference teachings would appear to be sufficient 
for one of ordinary skill in the relevant art 
having the references before him to make the 
proposed substitution, combination other modification." 

Similarly, In Re Regel (188 USPQ 136 CCPA 1975) 
decided that the question raised under Sec. 103 is 
whether the prior art taken as a whole would suggest the 
claimed invention to one of ordinary skill in the art. 
Accordingly, even if all the elements of a claim are 
disclosed in various prior art references, the claimed 
invention taken as a whole cannot be said to be obvious 
without some reason given in the prior art why one of 
ordinary skill would have been prompted to combine the 
teachings of the references to arrive at the claimed 
invention. 

Simply put, and as stated in In re Clinton 
(188 USPQ 365 CCPA 1976), "do the references themselves 
suggest doing what appellants have done", such that 
there is a requirement that the prior art must have made 
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any proposed modification or changes in the prior art 
obvious to do, rather than obvious to try. 

It is respectfully put forward by Applicant 
that there is not any substantial reason to view the 
Steidle reference as making the invention obvious, since 
it does not suggest reversible directions of driving and 
driven motions, as provided by the invention. To say 
that this feature is obvious to try, or a design choice, 
as the Examiner seems to do, is one thing, but to 
recognize the above-outlined design advantages is another 
thing . 

Therefore, independent claim 1 is deemed to 
be patentable over the prior art, and the dependent 
claims are likewise deemed patentable being based 

thereon . 

In view of the foregoing amendments and 
remarks, all of the claims remaining in the application 
are deemed to be allowable. Further reconsideration 
and allowance of the application is respectfully 

requested at an early date. 

Respect f ul 1 su)2rfu2 1 ted, 




Edward Langepr Attorney 
Reg . No • 
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matter or improvement invented and muft Sn^'"!; manufa ^re, comport \o of 
whenever applicable. The best mode m2™£!1 Jl* T de of °P er af'on or principle 
invention must be set forth. contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his 

parts of t^ocS, iTclZT^Zs^e V£**Z m USt partic ^* P™t out the part or 
/ mprovement relates, and the *SnS^o!^??^ of matter to "Moh the P " °' 
^ o such parts as necessarily cooperate with , £ n a °° nf L ned to the s P ecifi c improvement and 
t understanding or description of rt ° r 88 may be "Pessary to a complete 



Cj- spe.f,ca,ion is objected to under 37 CFR 1.71 because tne phrase 
hand-holdab,. is no, descnbed in the specimen. AppHcan, has no, provided 
any basis for ,he in,erpre,a,ion of mis phrase in the specMcation 

C ' aimS 1 ^ ^ rejeCted 35 U.S.C. 1 12. firs, paragraph as 

raining subject ma„er which was no, described in ,he specimen in such a 
way as ,0 reasonably convey ,0 one s ki |,ed in the relevant ar, tha, the invents, 



a. .he ,ime me app,ica,ion was filed, had possession of ,ne claimed invention 
The specimen does no. se, forth a description o, the phrase "hand-holdable" 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 uTcTl n 

Qciaims 1-49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph as 
being indefini.e for failing , 0 par1icular|y po|n , ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ' 

matter which applican. regards as the invention. 

» h unclear from the claims how the phrase »hand-ho,dab,e» should be 
■".erpreted. Given appiicanfs disdosure of a myriad of objects from vacuum 
u Ceaner wands to sail boa, masts. ,, is no, dear whether "hand-holdable" should 
be in.erpre.ed as any objec, tha. can be held w* outstretched hands, such as 
•he large sal, boa, mas, or is the phrase limiting the claims .o .hose inventions ' 
that fi, within the palm of a single hand? 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action. 

CWl-3. 5. 3. ie-16. 36, 38, 41, 42, 45, and 4 7 are rejected under 35 
US.C. 103(a) as being unpayable overPipes, U.S. Paten, No. 4,388 033 in 
view of Wiping, U.S. Paten. No. 5,040,941 . Pipes discloses a motion ' 
transmission and mulUplication system (10) comprising: a, leas, firs, 12 and 
second 14 elements extending in ,he same orien,a,ion; and a, leas, a M means 



mo,ion (by pinion 22) in a directfon of orjen(ation flrs( ^ ^ ^ 

-men, 12 .eiescopicaiiy receives second e|emen( „ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
.s a fiexibie member. The speed con, ro , is ,he mo.o, Third eiemen, 16 is 

■n <he firs, eiemen, 12. Rollers (35 , 43 , 51 , 57) gujde the ^ ^ ^ 
"umina.ed. A,oy,sany,n,ng,ha : can he used for amu semen,. Any ^ _ ^ 

movemen, of ,he conveyer is no, dependen, upon gravi,y. Pipes does no, 
_^-e ,ha,,he mo,ion is con,ro„ab ly reversibie. V^^ aches ~^ 

Purpose ma,n,ainin 9 consist, movemen, o, , he produc, being conveyed „ 

appiican,, inven,ion ,o modify ,he device of Pipes as faugh, hy Wi,di ng for ,he 
Purpose of main,aining consist, movemen, of ,he produc, being conveyed 

O Claims ,-3, 5, 8-12, 16-19, 23, and 40 are rejeCed under 35 
U S.C. 103(a) as being un P a,en,ab,e over WW* U.S. Pa,en, No, L456 478 in 
- of Wiiding. Whi,e discioses a mcion .ransmission and mu ( ,i P ,ica,ion sys,em 
-prising: a, ieas, firs, 20 and second 23 e,emen,s extending in ,he same 



orientation; and a. leas, a firs, fiexibte means 43 linking said firs. 20 and second 
23 elements and being movable with respect to at least one of them, said first 
flexible linking means 43 being arranged on said firs, element 20 such tha, when 
said first flexible linking means 43 is provided with a driving motion (by 
geaavheefs 46, 48, in a direction of said orientation, said firs, 20 and second 23 
elements are provided wi,h a driven mo.ion wi,h respec ,o each other. Firs, 20 
and second 23 eiemen.s are rigid and telescope in side-by-side tracks. The firs, 
second and third elements are rigid and driven by screw ,6. Firs. 20, second 23, 
and third 24 elements are shutters. MWejioesjot disclose the_use_of a 
-Controlling teaches the use of a controHer 25 foMhe p^posToTco^olling 
the movement of a iinear device (conveyer 30, for the purpose maintaining 
consistent movement of the product being conveyed. „ would have been obvious 
to a person having ordinary ski,, in the ar, a, the time of appiicanfs invention to 
modify the device o, White as taught by VWding for the purpose of maintaining 
consistent movement of the device. 
^ Tciaim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
> & White in view of Wiiding as applied to claims L3, 5, 8-12, 16-19, 23, and 40 
y ^bove, and further in view ofSan*erg,U.s. Paten, No. 326,336. White in view 
of Whiting, as se, forth above, discloses a„ of ,he claimed inven,ion excep, ,ha, 
the driving motion is provided by hand. Sandberg teaches the use of a hand 
/ crank G for the purpose of aHowing hand operation of an extendible member I, 
Nj) would have been obvious to a person having ordinary ski,, in the ar, a, the ,ime of 
^ -PPftanr. invention to^,,**^ of ^ „ vjew Qf ^ ^ ^ 



in view of Sandberg to income a hand crank for the purpose of allowing hand 
operation of the device. 

Claims S, , 13- 15 . ,, 22 . 2 ,3 £ ^:^ 4 ^ - and - wou|d ^ 
allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejections, under 35 U.S.C. 1 12 second 
paragraph, se, forth in this Office action and to include a„ of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

The reference of Curtis is cited to show a controller. 
RESPONSE TO APPI ■r/m- r -s ARfi „ M p MTC 

Applicant's argument that the Steidle reference is gravity dependent for 
me reverse motion of the telescopic member.persuasive and the rejections 
based upon this reference are withdrawn. H^^^^ insis( on argujng 
for cairns of a scope tha, are no, patentable. The claims are considered to be an 
obvious variant of Pipes. As stated in the office action mailed July 21 2000 the 
Terence of Pipes did no, explicit disclose a reversibly controllable device i, was 
no, conceded ,ha« ,he reference of Pipes couldn', be modified ,o include a 
controller. 

Applicant argues in the amendment filed April 30, 1999 tha, Pipes does 
no, disclose telescopic members ,ha, are nes,ed. This ,i m i,a,ion is no^e, forth in 
Cm 1 and in fac Cairn 38, whioh depends from Cairn 1, sets forth that the firs, 
and second elements are moveable side-by-side. Cairn 1 is silen, as ,o ,he exac, 
posrtion of the members relative to each other. 

Pipes discloses members tha, move with ,he Unking means. „ is the 
movement cf Pipes linking means that causes the movement of ,he e.emen.s. 



AppLcanrs argumen, concerning the practice, appiications being different is nc, 
understood. Appiican, has argued mat his invention can b e used in almost any 
situation where an extensile device is need. Accordingly, any devi ce ,ha, is 
extens,ble is considered to be applicant's field of endeavor. 

Pipes does no, discJose the use of a controller to control the movement of 
- conveyer. Wilding discloses the use of a controller ,o contro, the movent of 
• -veyer for the purpose of maintaining a consistent discharge of products 
from the conveyer. As se, forth above, one having ordinary s k i„ in the art would 
thus find the invention obvious. 

Applicant argues that White does no. disclose the nesting of the telescopic 
elements. This argumen, is not understood. As cleariy shown in the figures the 
elements are nested one inside of the other. Furthermore, this is no, a Umita.ion 
contained in Calm 1 and is no, se, forth un,i, a later dependent Calm. Applicant's 
argument that the lining means is no, con.ained wi,hin the elements is no, 

.he telescopic elements 20, 23, 24, and 25. White does no, disc,oseTcon,ro,,er 

fac, ,ha, a hand cran k can be used ins.ead of a mo,or is no, considered ,o be a 
patentable difference. 

™S ACTION ,S MADE FINAL. Applican, is reminded of the extension of 
time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened s.a.utory period for reply , 0 this final action is se, ,o expire 



filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this fina, action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, win 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Anthony Knight whose telephone number is 
(703) 308-31 79. The fax phone numbers for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 30513597 for regular 
communications and (703) 305-3598 for After Final communications. 
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H on. Commissioner of p a «- ^ 

Washington, D .£? 2^23? ^ Trade ^rks 



Sir: 



RESP0NSE S^«jg» «« - - 

In response to the Final nff 
January 19, 2QQ1 inal 0ff ^e Action mailed 

application as Allows Y ^ ^--identified 



^iLlhe__s£ecifi ca t 



ion: 



On page 8 linp n , . 
* ■>■. ' kl ndly rewrite i-k 

follows: y rewrite the paragraph as 

Referring to Fig 1 th 
embodiment of a tool inn " ShOWn a ^ ref erred 

either side. In Fig 2 t her " ^ ^ 

hand-movable segments 104 106^ ^ " ^ " lth two 

be assembled diff erent ' °* l °* ^ °» whi <* there 
the f igure , a roli e ; r en i t 01 t ° f OlS 3t eith - end as needed. 

101 for painting is assembled on 



1 



the top end no. The roller • 

holdino rh . P1PS are operated by 

hold lng the flxed handle llt . n ^ 

the activation handle 1 16 (that moves on J ^ 
segment 104) with the other hand in , * 
fixed handle 114 T „i, reference to the 

through mo tion ".tl ^.r'" "* " P ^ ^ 

end to handle 116 at " eith « 

ndnaxe 116 at points 119 w ith t-h~ i 

through holes 120 fn™ h • ° P slidin 3 

y oies 120 formed m segment 104 and h-,- 
attached to end 122 of segment 1Q6 , ^ ' »« >• - 

turns and moves up and down, to perform the paint "o b 
In the claims - 

Kindly amend claim 1 as follows: 

1- (Thrice amended) a mofirin + 

-Itipiication system comprising and 

a t least fircr-h 

elements Mrh k • SSCOnd ha nd-movable 

ements ea< =h havxng anterior an H ~ ^ 

elements extending in tnl P ° Sterior said . 

decent having at least each 
connects to a tool or other o^ 

„ „ ^ lGaSt 3 f±rSt means inking said f irst and 

second elempntc: , . ^ iirst a na 

least one TLf^TZL ™ * " 

-nnectahle to an additional elUnt" 9 ""^ ^ 

elements sue" thaT ^ ^ °" 

sucn that when said f i r«5h n^i,- 
moved U1 >h lrst linking means i s 

respect to V J 0 "*™ 11 * 1 * rSVerSible «^on with 

a selected f ^ ^ Md -ds of 

selected reference one of either of said f ir «+ „ 

Erection m-line with said orientation, 

then said first and second elements and 
connected, said additional element are 

Provided with a . Element are simultaneously 

W1 tn a controllably reversible 

«ultipliable, non-gravity dependent * and 

y dependent, lmear-to-linear 



iTo n r ;r t io t n with respect to each oth - «" h 

baia orientation, 



said driven motion beina in t-v^ 
as S3 id hh • 9 ln the same direction 

as said driving motion, or reverse ther^r, ■ 
with whl >h * thereto, m accordance 

with which reference one of s^iw 4. 
elements w*<= 1 Said flrst an d second 

elements was selected in respect of h • • 

pecc ot said driving motion. 



Kindly delete claim 4 without 



prejudice. 
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REMARKS 



Applicant has carefully considered the Office Action 

IL 7 ' 2001 rS3eCting a " ° f The 
Applicant wishes to express his appreciation to the 

^ ^ indiC "^ - *»owable subject matter 
The present response is intended to be fully 
response to ail point s of rejection raised by t h e 
EM1Mr Md " be "-ed to pzace the appiication i„ 
coition for allowance. F avoraMe recons^rat on a d 
allowance of the appiication are respe C tfu 1Iy revested. 

It is noted with appreciation that the Examiner has 
removed the finalitv of f h„ • 

per the rfi Previous office Action, as 

Per the discussion with the undersigned during the 
interview of No v. 21 , 2000 . ' £ 

already submitted to former Examiner German, via the 

response filed April PR 1QQQ tile 
Prior art Mi- „ 199 ^emarks to some of the same 

" Clt6d again in th * latest Office Action, e g 

Pipes, White, Sandberg. Therefore -it 

r,r-™ inererore, xt appears that the 

prosecution of the riir-r-o^t- 

6 cur ^ent application has been undm w 

establishment of previously-established positions. 

National sr ady / tated ' PreSent aPPli -«« i- the 

National Stage of PCX patent application PCT/US96/01209 

drawi" that the retirement for formal 

drawang corrections be held in abeyance until an 
indication of allowance has been received. 

of el 01 "! 1 bee ° ameIK ' eCi t0 inClUde the recitation 

of claim «. which has been deleted. Thus, claims i-3 and 
5-49 remain in the case. 

Examine. SPe K ClfiCati0n has b -" — ded to overcome the 
Examiner's objection under 37 CFR 1 . 71 and 35 „sc 112 by 
the addition of the t-,.™ „ Y 

14 tm« V hand-movable" at page 8, line 

*■ This amendment replaces the previously suggested 
terminology, "hand-holdable" and it is believed that 
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"hand-movable" is more 

since it „eans that the and Clearlv understood, 

~ on to physical contact 1S „^ — J; the 

shown in Fig. 16 anrI . e nand ' since as 

y- ' and described at d t- 

vacuum cleaner tool construction " 1 ~ 13 ' 3 

"hich is activated by pr l sa lZ 3 " 0t0r 1M 

— are •^-^T'^i^ro/^ ^ 

-vement, under hand control (a i so Figs 46 ^ 

This amendment overcomes the ooiect ? " " 

112 and is designer! „ objection under Sec. 

aesigned particularly point o„t- .->. 
matter which A ppl icant rds ./ J*"*' ° Ut the «*Ject 

Tho „ s s as the invention. 

The Examiner's has objected to „, • 
"«=• 112, regarding Applies ^ 
invention at the time of Til" p ° sse " i- of the 

careful reading of the .^.MoT* ^ ^ '«» a 
Possession of the sublet mat « of th ' e T * ~ ^ 

at the time of fii ing the lnVent '°" 
"lation to the hand-movable aspTct in 

"the ro^rTndVpe T " " ^ ~~ 

-ndle in * -Iding the fi xed 

-th the other hand ""h? 9 ^ """"o" 

also been amended at page 8 , iL has 

of telescopic tool ioo h ^""^ ^ *<« * 

hand-movable, one hand mol ^ ^ ^ deVi « * 

-itionai iiTus t ;; t r:s in or:r ce to the ° ther - 

26 where a ,h ^ activity include 

- .uit p^triitirir pipe is a ~ 

PO^Me to use one hand n J " " 

handle../- similarly, regarding t„ t "* acti ™«"9 

« 1.. it is tated » a maSt " ™* 

to the top of the second * " 918 is connected 

v ui. cne second segment 906 fnr ^ 

reach it by handle 920- so th _ ! ^ USer to 

• so that it is clear that the 



sailboat mast segment is operable by hand motion, 
therefore, it is hand-movabl e . 

Furthermore, the recitation of "hand-motion" in 
h " 4 Cl6arly means "hand-movable", and this has now 
been incorporated in claim 1, and claim 4 deleted 

the "7 ef ° re ' the " CM be n ° *».tio» as to whether 
the telescopic tool is hand-movable, and this new 
terminology should be acceptable and should not be 
considered new matter, since it is clearly based on the 
rmtral specification, claims and drawings. 

As stated in the previously filed Remarks, the 
object of the present invention is to overcome the 
problems of existing products exhibiting telescopic 
movement. T he invention provides a system of tell ^ 
elements for multiplying the effective physical wL 
achreved by the telescopic motion of various structures, 

lanLT systems, vacuum 

cleaners, measuring ro ds, tools, paint rollers, wall 
scrapers, music stands and instruments, parasols, shades, 

charrs I S " nS b ° at - aStS ' Md ^ ^ ««* a 
chairs, tripods, tables, tents, etc. 

clai ^ T Y ^ 3 ^ reV±eW ' PreV±OUS «ents to 

claim 1 have already incorporated the following features: 
1) simultaneous driving and driven motion of linking 
means and first and second elements; 

driving motion of the linV-i™ 

e UnJ<ln 9 means is controllablv 
reversible; Y 

3) driven motion of <jaiH f-i >-^+. j 

or said first and second elements is 
non-gravity dependent; 

«> both extension and retraction motion of the elements 
are under full, reversible and multipliable control of 

tne mechanism; 

5) motion of the elements is in-line with their 
orrentation, achieving linear-to-linear driven motion; 



2) 



and 

6) 



the elements are connectable to a tool or other 
object . 
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As now amended, independent claim 1 i„ CO r D or»t« 

anot her tMture previously recited in el 

ii t: s the d^ons : 

is P P Led .a: 1 "" m ° ti0n ' SUCh " hSn «^ »«<>» 

the « rst " ° f 3 Sel8Cted ^rence one of 

loop ther elementS ' Md the -eans 

itraciion ^ ^ ^ ° E 

retraction motion, with driven Motion developed either in 

the same, or reverse direction. 

As mentioned in i-h^ ~ 
examples „f • Previously fi led Remarks, 

examples of this motion are described in the text with 
reference to Figs. 1-6. ' lth 

The advantage of this operation is described in the 
text at page S, last paragraph, through page 9 , l lne T2 
-th reference to Flgs . In _ _ 

106 th. opposite the motion of segment 

106, the user reaches greater distances, "which is an h 
for working at heights..." g °° d 

handled ^ ^ »°™ 

nanaie 126 m the same direction *->^ 

eLUOn a s the segment 104, th-i^ 

arrangement is "effective ^ , ■ 

Thus i, . Effective for working in lower places „ > 

Thus, it can be seen that the inventive tool solves a 

::t:t probiem at Mgh and ^ - a r \; 

solved by this unique motion. 

The Examiner is resDPrtfnii,, 
review fh ■ respectfully requested to carefully 

review the pair of Fias /ok^ • 

han , -23 (showing oppositely-directed 

hand motion) and Fias s-fi , 0 i, • cea 

g (showing same direction h*r^ 

different end m a thre^element_^^ 

Thus, as per amended claim l, the ability ^ 

l"er n 9 ce "or oTt^T^ * " " " — 
~~~ S ° f the "^nts during extension or 

:::;\r:rr he present in - ntion — — 
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The importance of this feature is that it defines the 
directions of the driving motion and the driven motion, 
depending on which of the first or second element is 
selected as the reference end with respect to which the 
driving motion is applied to the linking means. 

If the driving motion is applied to the linking means 
with respect to the first element, it is clear that the 
first element is held fixed in place. Alternatively, if 
the driving motion, is applied with respect to the second 
element, it is clear that the second element is held fixed 
in place. This choice is then the basis for the direction 
of the resulting driven motion, and it serves to highlight 
the versatility of the inventive device, as it can be 
operated from either end of the first and second elements. 

Thus, in the case of two nested elements, the end of 
the narrow, inner element or the larger, outer element can 
be held, and the device operated such that the other 
element is provided with driven motion. The tool or other 
object then benefits from the motion imparted to the 
element provided with driven motion, in the direction 



selected. 



RES PONSE TO EXAMINER'S PRIOR ART REJECTIONS 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1-3, 5, 8, 16-18, 

36, 38 41-42, 45 and 47 under Sec. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Pipes in view of Wilding. 

Pipes discloses a shuttle assembly of elements 
Placed alongside one another with chains (66) mounted on 
sprocket wheels (48, 49, etc.). Pipes does not lend 
itself to driving motion provided by hand, and as the 
Examiner concedes, Pipes does not disclose controllably 
reversible motion. 

Wilding discloses an automatic storage system, not a 
telescopic system, having conveyor apparatus for handling 
particulate products such as peanuts or cereal. An 
electronic controller 25 is applied to control the 
conveyor movements using electronic sensors such as a 
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photocell, see col. 5, lines 29-32, and col. 6, lines 
53-57 . 

The application of an electronic controller to 
automated control systems as in Wilding can hardly be 
compared with the simple, controllably reversible motion 
provided by the system of the present invention. This is 
because as now recited in amended claim 1, the inventive 
system is hand-movable, meaning it can be moved by hand, 
while heavy, automated systems are typically not designed 
for manual operation. Therefore, an automated system such 
as Wilding does not provide a relevant teaching in this 
case and is not a basis for comparison, being electronic. 

It would therefore be unreasonable to consider the 
combination of Pipes and Wilding as rendering the claims 
obvious, since a skilled person would not be prompted to 
combine them nor consider this combination to be obvious. 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1-3, 5, 8-12, 
16-19, 23 and 40 under Sec. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over White in view of Wilding. 

White discloses a collapsible structure which 
employs an arrangement of sprocket wheels and chains to 
allow telescopic movement of a sectioned structure. As 
can be seen by a careful reading of White, the telescopic 
elements (20, 23, 24 and 25) are on the upper portion of 
the structure, while the mechanism providing movement, 
including the chain 43, is below and separate from this. 
This is unlike the invention, where the linking means is 
"arranged on the said (first and second) elements". 

In addition, the requirement in White for wheels 
carrying the chains is not a requirement of the present 
invention. For example, Figs. 7-9 of the specification of 
the present invention show a linking means without chains 
comprising a single, double-toothed sprocket wheel, which 
converts the driving motion to a driven motion. Even 78 
years after White was published, the practical 
applications do not exist and are also very different 
from those of the present invention. 
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The Examiner concedes that White does not disclose 
the use of a controller. Wilding, as stated above, is not 
applicable here for controlling the. movement, since 
Wilding teaches an electronic controller for automated 
control systems, rather than the simple, controllably 
reversible motion provided by the system of the present 
invention. An automated system such as Wilding does not 
provide a relevant teaching in this case and is not a 
basis for comparison, since it is an electronic device. 

It would therefore be unreasonable to consider the 
combination of White and Wilding as rendering the claims 
obvious, since a skilled person would not be prompted to 
combine them nor consider this combination to be obvious. 

The Sandberg reference, for its teaching of a hand 
crank, is not a basis for rejection since it adds nothing 
to the overall system of telescopic motion as presented 
by the invention. Sandberg teaches a fire escape within 
which only the extension motion which raises the ladder 
is controlled, while the retraction motion is not 
controlled and is provided by gravity. A hand crank in a 
gravity-dependent system does not teach controllably 
reversible motion, nor does it teach how this could be 
achieved in combination with other components. Applicant 
respectfully requests that the Examiner carefully 
reconsider the scope of the invention, as now claimed, 
with respect to the limited teaching of Sandberg. 

In summary, the present invention provides a tool 
attached to a telescopic system not requiring a support 
base, with the system enabling, from either end of the 
system, hand-movable, controllably reversible driving 
motion in-line with the orientation of the elements, and 
controllably reversible, non-gravity dependent, 

linear-to-linear driven motion. Such a system is deemed 
not to have been obvious since the teachings of Pipes, 
White, Wilding and Sandberg do not disclose this, or even 
suggest such a combination, nor do they disclose an 
attached tool or object for performing useful work. 
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The motion of the lini^in^ 

a d3UStably ^up^r^r"^ T r ention is 

Figs. 10-15b, 22, 24, and 30, etc. 

As mentioned previously, the abiUf-v * 
driving and driven motions gives the ^ 
the advantage of havinc I inventi ™ 

Problems of Laohing^, h ^ ."T V 

Particuler problems „ ere not sQived ™ J nee these 

invention cannot be deemed to be obvious. 

-id^^rr^ 

rerence, as being inappropriate. 
The Examiner states hhat- 
-guing for claims of a S co pe ^ °» 

However it i „ 13 n0t Patentable. 

ever, lt is respectfully maintained by the Aor>l i . 
that the patentability of the pending cl a L PPl " ant 
to be decided by the P at ent om^ \^ ^ V, """" 
courts, but clearly, the intent is to 2 
^oadest claims possible, as allowed by law ^ ^ 

varied Sln a C p ;i:c h a e tio C n°s nCePt " ^ *»" ~* ««• 

- futurt Z^ s ™ h :: rzr: h :i d r° psd in 

poss r it - - — -»rwhit:~ a :ir 

-Pes doe not ^rr 1 '' EXaminer ' S ~ S 

»ut it is contended ^""a^ -tion, 

delude a controll r £ '° "^^ *> 

«aint a i„s th a t this oJL^T. JT^""? 16 "* 
— h, is designed for automated con^UlT ^ " 

The issue of whether Pi pes i, „„,..« ^ 
secondary since it c an not be a basis f ^ 
other reasons, which a re contained T n Z' iZZlT " 

e, controllably reversible driving 
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■notion i„- llne with the orientation 

controllably reversible elements, and 

linear to , eversible, non-gravity dependent, 

irnear-to-lmear driven motion, „ tth the 
connect tools or other objects on a „v , " t0 

Figs. 46 -47) Th e too, * ^ <e ' g - e00 < 

to any elelent Insnr S dY^T "* 

.rom Pipes, „hich i. ' J^"^ ^"cations 

dement, as is seen in " 5 ,p ' °" ^ ™ 



4. -~ ' --^^uiciiL 

J-ne Examiner' 

nesting in White is ' 1b ~« ° f 

Previously, the a^** « stated 

e J-inking means of the- i m , a v,f 

arranged on" f ho ■> invention i s 

g ° n the elements, while wh^ a u„_ 



linking means of the invention 
elements, while White ha* h-k 
separated, (chain ,3 and elements 20, 23 2 " " 
Per Fig. i of White. and .25) as 

Again, the provision by the nr .™ t • 
aversible directions of H invention of 

^ITselectlon , Md driTOn moti °n s ' 

-ion, i/tr d no°t £ To 7^ *» ^ 

prior *r-f h obvious, since the 

prior art does not disclose th-io 

device like that of the ^ " discl — a 

*e that of the present invention. 

In citing the prior ari- r-^-F 
-3(a), the guestion J".? ^.7 ^ T ^ 
-emselves would suggest the invent^ ^s l^TT 
Vision of In Re Lintner (1?2 uspQ ^ 562 -a- ^the 

O^ice c a ;f f ^SS s ^ Pjdpriety of the Patent 
necessary to ascertain theSel rt ^stance, it is 

teachings would appear to °f " ot the reference 

ordinary skill in S"elSant a r 1 f ° r ° ne of 

before him to make the proDOS L *1 ^Y lng the references 
or other modification » Pr ° P ° Sed substitution, combination 

Similarly, m Re Regel (lg8 

gelded that the guestion raised under Sec 103 
whether the prior art faW^ 3 15 

cladmoH ■ 33 a Whole woul d suggest the 

— .... ,,„„„, p „„ .„ 
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invention taken as a whole cannot be said to be obvious 
without some reason given in the prior art why one of 
ordinary skill would have been prompted to combine the 
teachings of the references to arrive at the claimed 
invention . 

Simply put, and as stated in In re Clinton (188 
USPQ 365 CCPA 1976), "do the references themselves 
suggest doing what appellants have done", such that there 
is a requirement that the prior art must have made any 
proposed modification or changes in the prior art obvious 
to do, rather than obvious to try. 

It is respectfully put forward by Applicant that 
there is not any substantial reason to view the cited 
references as making the invention obvious, since none of 
them, individually or in combination, suggests reversible 
directions of driving and driven motions, as provided by 
the invention. To say that this feature is obvious to 
try, or a design choice, as the Examiner seems to do, is 
one thing, but to recognize the above-outlined design 
advantages is another thing. 

Therefore, independent claim 1 is deemed to be 
patentable over the prior art, and the dependent claims 
are likewise deemed patentable being based thereon. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, all 
of the claims remaining in the application are deemed to 
be allowable. Further reconsideration and allowance of 
the application is respectfully requested at an early 
date. 




Langer,^^t;z^hey 
Reg. No. 30,564 
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VERSION WITH MARKINGS TO SHOW CHANGES MADE 



In the specification: 

On page 8 line 11, the paragraph has been amended as 
follows : 

Referring to Fig. 1, there is shown a preferred 
embodiment of a tool 100 which can be operated from 
either side. In Fig. 1 there is seen a pipe 102 with two 
hand-movabl e segments 104, 106 (or more) on which there 
can be assembled different tools at either end as needed. 
In the figure, a roller 101 for painting is assembled on 
the top end 110. The roller and pipe are operated by- 
holding the fixed handle 114 in one hand, and operating 
the activation handle 116 (that moves on and along 
segment 104) with the other han d, in reference to the 
fixed handle 114 . This moves segment 106 up and down 
through motion of straps 118 which are attached at either 
end to handle 116 at points 119 with the loop sliding 
through holes 120 formed in segment 104, and being 
attached to end 122 of segment 106, such that roller 101 
turns and moves up and down, to perform the paint job. 

In the claims: 

Claim 1 has been amended as follows: 

1. (Thrice amended) A motion transmission and 

multiplication system comprising: 

at least first and second [hand-holdable] 
hand-mo vab 1 e elements each having anterior and posterior 
ends, said elements extending in the same orientation, 
each element having at least one point thereon 
connectable to a tool or other object; and 

at least a first means linking said first and 
second elements and being movable with respect to at 
least one of them, said first linking means also being 
connectable to an additional element; 
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said first linking means being arranged on said 
elements such that when said first linking means is 
[provided] moved with a controllably reversible driving 
motion with respect to either of said anterior and 
posterior ends of a selected reference one of either of 
said first and second elements / wherein said driving 
motion is in a direction [in line] in-line with said 
orientation, 

then said first and second elements, and if 
connected, said additional element are simultaneously 
provided with a controllably reversible and 
multipliable, non-gravity dependent, linear- to- linear 
driven motion with respect to each other [in line] 
in-line with said orientation, 

said driven motion being in the same direction 
as said driving motion, or reverse thereto, in accordance 
with which reference one of said first and second 
elements was selected in respect of said driving motion . 
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-The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 

THE REPLY FILED 17 July 2001 FAILS TO PLACE THIS APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANCE. 
Therefore further action by the applicant is required to avoid abandonment of this application, A proper reply to a 
final rejection under 37 CFR 1.113 may fioly. be either (1) a timely filed amendment which places the application in 
condition for allowance; (2) a timely filed Notice of Appeal (with appeal fee); or (3) a timely filed Request for Continued 
Examination (ROE) in compliance with 37 CFR t .114. 

PERIOD FOR REPLY [check either a) or b)] 

a) I3 The period for reply expires 6months from the mailing date of the final rejection. 

b) □ The period for reply expires on; (1 ) the mailing date of this Advisory Action, or (2) the date set forth in The final rejection, whichever is teter. In no 

event however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of the final rejection. 

ONLY CHECK THIS BOX WHEN THE FIRST REPLY WAS RLEO WITHIN TWO MONTHS OF THE FINAL REJECTION. See MPEP 

706.07(f). 

Extensions of time may be obtained under 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). The date on which the petition under 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a) and the appropriate extension fee 
have been filed is the date for purposes of determining the period of extension and the corresponding amount of the fee. The appropriate extension fee under 
37 Cf-B J, .17(a) calculated from: (1) the expiration date of the shortened statutory period for repty originally set In the final Office action: or (2) as set forth in 
(b) aboSfe/ff checked. Any reply received by the Office teter than three months after the mailing date of the final rejection, even if timefy filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

1 .13 A Notice of Appeal was filed ot fiTSuiv 2001 . Appellant's Brief must be filed within the period set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .192(a), or any exterisjorrlhereof (37 CFR 1 .191(d)), to avoid dismissal of the appeal. 

2.KI The proposed amendments) will not be entered because: 

(a) (3 they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) □ they raise the issue of new matter (see Note below); 

(c) £3 they are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying the 

issues for appeal; and/or 

(d) □ they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims, 

NOTE: See Continuation Sheet 
3. IS Applicants reply has overcome the following rejections): 35 (JSC 112. 1st paragraph . 

4. Q Newly proposed or amended claim(s) would be allowable if submitted in a separate, timely filed amendment 

canceling the non-allowable clairn(s). 

5. D The a)Q affidavit, b)D exhibit, or c)D request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT place the 

application in condition for allowance because: . 

6. Q The affidavit or exhibit will NOT be considered because it is not directed SOLELY to issues which were newly 

raised by the Examiner in the final rejection. 

7. £3 For purposes of Appeal, the proposed amendments) a)E3 will not be entered or b)D will be entered and an 

explanation of how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 

The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 

Claim(s) allowed: . 

Claim(s) objected to; . 

Claim(s) rejected: :M9. 

Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: . 

8. D The proposed drawing correction filed on is a)D approved or b)Q disapproved by the Examiner. 

90 Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s)( PTO-1449) Paper No(s^ 

4 0-U3 Other! 
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TEL: 972-9-7713585 FAX: 972-9-7713593 E-MAIL: edlanger@netvision.net.il 

Mr. Anthony Knight, Supervisory Patent Examiner -October 14, 2001 

US Patent Office, Washington, D.C. 2023 1 BY FAX (703) 305-7687 

URGENT 




Re: US Pat. Appln. S/N 08/894,21 1 (PCT National Stage, filed July 30, 1997) 

"EXTENDIBLE AND RETRACTABLE ELEMENTS AND VARIOUS USES FOR THE ELEMENTS" 

Our File: 0878 
Dear Mr. Knight, 

I would like to summarize the discussions we have had recently by telephone after our August 22, 2001 meeting. 
Although at the end of the meeting it had been agreed that a modified preamble would enable claim 1 to be allowable, 
there remains a misunderstanding of the type of language needed for this. I had hoped to meet with you again on this 
matter on Oct 16/17 but you indicated in our phone discussion of October 10, 2001 that this would not be useful. 

The Examiner expressed the following points in our phone discussion o f October 10, 2001 : 

1 . The "field-of-use" limitations acceptable to the Examiner in the preamble are to be written as a closed list, limited 
to the fields covered in the previously indicated allowable claims, only for these embodiments. 

2. The Examiner does not feel the invention is patentable outside of these areas. 

3 . Language preserving a broad interpretation of the list of fields, leaving room for others, will not be acceptable. 

4. The Examiner is concerned that he is unable to search all of fields in which the invention is applicable, 
and therefore he is unable to properly search the prior art. By way of example, the Examiner indicated 
that if the invention had a "billion" applications, how would he search them ? 

The Applicant wishes to summarize his position as follows: 

1. The Applicant earnestly believes that the invention is applicable to many fields, not a closed list 

2. The Examiner has not found any prior art substantially similar to the invention as defined by claim 1 . 

3 . As the Examiner can verify, the Applicant has been granted 3 similar US Patents on 
extendible-retractable devices: 5,322,334, 5,324,086 (currently in reissue proceedings), and 5,881,601 
(after successful appeal), none of which were limited by field-of-use restrictions. There is no 
requirement in the patent law for field-of-use restrictions. 

4. The searching task of the Examiner appears to have become the focus, not the merits of the invention itself. 

It is very unfortunate that the current prosecution has not been completed to date, and the Applicant is 
therefore delayed in producing his invention in products which include solutions for personal security, which is 
an important topic, especially today, with applicationseven in security devices against skyjacking incidents. 

The Applicant and the undersigned do not understand the Examiner's position, blocking the path to issuance. 
Specifically, as was stated earlier at an earlier stage, the initial Final Rejection was premature, and placed the 
Applicant at a disadvantage, due to problems with the entry of the PCT Sec. 34 amendments. Although the 
finality of the rejection was later withdrawn, again Applicant is faced with a Final Rejection. The Examiner 
has conceded that some of the cited prior art is no longer appropriate, and these citations were withdrawn. 
The Applicant has faced three examinations: a PCT IPER, Ex. Ackerman's comments, and the current exam. 
There has never been a consistent examination procedure enabling an in-depth analysis of the issues. 

For example, the Applicant finds it strange and not realistic that the Examiner rejects, for example, claim 47 to the 
field of toys by adopting the position that "A toy is anything that can be used for amusement" . With this 
reasoning, anything is a toy, depending on the user's intention Intent has never been a structural limitation 

The Applicant's position can be stated simply: The invention is widely applicable to many fields, and deals 
with a motion transmission and multiplication system, for use with devices or systems requiring extension 
and retraction. The inventive motion transmission system has elements which move simultaneously, with 
controllably reversible motion, in a hand-movable system, operable from either end of the construction, 
without a requirement for a base to support the elements. The motion of the linking means is adjustably 
multipliable, with the linking means adjustably arranged on the elements. No field-of-use restrictions are 
required for patentability over the prior art. 

A proposed claim with markings to show changes is attached to this letter, with a preamble that leaves open the 
possibility of adapting the invention to many fields. It is hoped that this format is acceptable to the Examiner. 



It is respectfully requested that the Applicant's attorney be given a chance to review once again the proposed 
claim language with the Examiner. Otherwise, the appeal process and a thorough review will be necessary .^--7 // 
Thank you for your consideratioMEMBER OF ISRAEL & PENNSYLVANIA BAR§ mcere iy, 

REGISTERED TO PRACTICE BEFORE ISRAEL AND U.S. PATENT OFFICES 



It is proposed to amend Claim 1 as follows: 

1* (Four times amended) A motion transmission and 

multiplication system for use with systems/ devices or structures 
that require movement of segments, to enable extendable and 
retractable motjpn, such as cleaning systems, measuring systems, 
hand-movable tools, music instruments and accessories, electrical 
and telecommunication devices, transportation and delivery 
systems, shades, sailing boats, chairs, tripods, tables and 
tents, said, motion transmission and multiplication system 
comprising: 

at least first and second [hand-holdable] elements each 
^Lving anterior and posterior ends, said elements extending in 
the same orientation, each element having at least one point 
thereon connectable to a tool or other object; and 
at least a fiprst means linking said first and second 
elements and being movable with respect to at least one of 
them, said first linking means also being connectable to an 
additional element ; 

said first linking means being arranged on said elements such 
that when said first linking means is [provided] moved with a 
controllably reversible driving motion with respect to either of 
said anterior and posterior ends of a selected reference one of 
^ ^ther of said first, and second elements, wherein gaicj driving 
motion is in a direction [in line] in-line with said' 

orientation, 

then said first and second elements, and if connected, said 
additional eleitieht are simultaneously provided with a 
controllably reversible and multipliable, non-gravity dependent, 
linear-to-linear driven motion with respect to 6ach other [in 
line] in-line with said orientation, 

said driven motion being in tfte same direction as said driving 
motion, or reverse thereto, in accordance with whidh reference 
one of said first and , second elements was selected in respect of 
said driving motion . 
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-The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 

THE REPLY FILED 12 October 2001 FAILS TO PLACE THIS APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANCE. 
Therefore, further action by the applicant is required to avoid abandonment of this application. A proper reply to a 
final rejection under 37 CFR 1.113 may only be either. (1) a timely filed amendment which places the application in 
condition for allowance; (2) a timely filed Notice of Appeal (with appeal fee); or (3) a timely filed Request for Continued 
Examination (RCE) in compliance with 37 CFR 1.114. 

PERIOD FOR REPLY [check either a) or b)] 

a) H The period for reply expires 6_months from the mailing date of the final rejection. 

b) Q The period for reply expires on: (1 ) the mailing date of thb Advisory Action, or (2) the date set forth En the final rejection, whichever is later, in no 

event, however, wiO the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of the final rejection, 

ONLY CHECK THIS BOX WHEN THE FIRST REPLY WAS FILED WITHIN TWO MONTHS OF THE FINAL REJECTION. See MPEP 

706.07(f). 

Extensions of time may be obtained under 37 CFR 1 .136(a). The date on which the petition under 37 CFR 1 .1 36<a) and the appropriate extension fee 
hove been filed is the date for purposes of determining the period of extension and the corresponding amount of the fee. The appropriate extension fee under 
37 CFR 1 ,1 7(a) is calculated from; (1 ) the expiration date of the shortened statutory period for reply originally set in the final Office action; or (2) as set forth in 
^aMvt^fiec^^ three monrnsafter me marling date' oHhe final rejection, even "if timely filed, may reduce any 

ted patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 704(b). 



A Notice of Appeal was filed on l8Jutv2001 . Appellant's Brief must be filed within the period set forth in 
37 CFR 1.192(a), or any extension thereof (37 CFR 1.191(d)), to avoid dismissal of the appeal. 

2. [3 The proposed amendments) will not be entered because: 

(a) □ they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) □ they raise the issue of new matter (see Note below); 

(c) El they are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying the 

issues for appeal; and/or 

(d) □ they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 

NOTE: . 

3. D Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection^): 



4. Q Newly proposed or amended claim(s) would be allowable if submitted in a separate, timely filed amendment 

canceling the non-allowable claim(s). 

5, n The a)Q affidavit, b)D exhibit, or c)D request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT place the 
application in condition for allowance because: . 



The affidavit or exhibit wilt NOT be considered because it is not directed SOLELY to issues which were newly 
raised by the Examiner in the final rejection. 

For purposes of Appeal, the proposed amendments) a)S will not be entered or b)Q will "be entered and an 
explanation of how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 

The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 

CIaim(s) allowed: . 

Claim(s) objected to: m . 



Claim(s) rejected: 1-49 . 

Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: 



8.Q The proposed drawing correction filed on is a)Q approved or b)Q disapproved by the Examiner, 

9.0 Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s)( PTO-1449) Paper^*p(s). 
10.D Other 
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